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Senate 
(Legislative day of Monday, July 10, 1995) 

The Senate met at 9 a.m., on the ex-
piration of the recess, and was called to 
order by the President pro tempore 
[Mr. THURMOND]. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 

Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 
Almighty God, our day is filled with 

challenges and decisions. In the quiet 
of this magnificent moment of con-
versation with You we dedicate this 
day. We want to live it to Your glory. 

We praise You that it is Your desire 
to give Your presence and blessings to 
those who ask You. You give strength 
and power to Your people when we seek 
You above anything else. You guide the 
humble and teach them Your way. Help 
us to humble ourselves as we begin this 
day so that no self-serving agenda or 
self-aggrandizing attitude will block 
Your blessings to us or to our Nation 
through us. Speak to us so that we may 
speak with both the tenor of Your 
truth and the tone of Your grace. 

Make us maximum by Your Spirit for 
the demanding responsibilities and re-
lationships of this day. We say with the 
Psalmist, ‘‘God, be merciful to us and 
bless us, and cause Your face to shine 
upon us, that Your way may be known 
on earth, Your salvation among the na-
tions.’’—Psalm 67:1–2. Amen. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
acting majority leader is recognized. 

Mr. LOTT. Thank you, Mr. President. 
f 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, this morn-

ing the leader time has been reserved 
and the Senate will resume consider-
ation of S. 1026, the Department of De-
fense authorization bill. Under the 
order, Senator DORGAN is to be recog-
nized to offer an amendment regarding 

the national missiles defense. That 
amendment is limited to a 90-minute 
time limitation. Therefore, Senators 
may anticipate a rollcall vote at ap-
proximately at 10:30 a.m. if all debate 
time is used. Additional rollcall votes 
are expected throughout the day today 
and the Senate is expected to remain in 
session into the evening. 

I yield the floor, Mr. President, so 
that Senator DORGAN and others might 
be recognized. 

f 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

ASHCROFT). Under the previous order, 
the Senate will now resume consider-
ation of S. 1026, which the clerk will re-
port. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 1026) to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 1996 for military activities of 
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the 
Department of Energy, to prescribe per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the 
Armed Forces, and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. DORGAN] is recog-
nized to offer an amendment on which 
there shall be 90 minutes for debate 
equally divided. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, may I in-
quire of the Senator from North Da-
kota? The Senator from Nebraska has 
been attempting to make an opening 
statement with regard to the measure 
before us. I am wondering, after the 
Senator from North Dakota has made 
the presentation under the unanimous- 
consent agreement, if both sides would 
agree to the Senator from Nebraska 
having 10 minutes for an opening state-
ment on the overall measure without 
being charged to the time under the 

control by the majority or the minor-
ity. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, if I 
might respond to the Senator from Ne-
braska, I have no objection. But my 
understanding is that the 9 to 10:30 
time period for this amendment would 
result in a vote at 10:30, and there are 
some leadership obligations that re-
quire that vote to occur at 10:30, and by 
unanimous consent we have limited de-
bate to an hour and a half, 45 minutes 
to each side, on the amendment. 

It might be the case that the Senator 
should give an opening presentation 
immediately after the vote at 10:30. 

Mr. EXON. I thank the Senator. That 
does not happen to agree with the 
schedule of the Senator from Nebraska. 
But I will try again. 

Thank you very much, Mr. President. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I might 

say that I have no objection. But my 
understanding is that the 10:30 vote 
must occur at 10:30 because of some 
leadership obligations by previous 
agreement. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Robert Rus-
sell, a fellow on detail from the Depart-
ment of Energy, be allowed floor privi-
leges during the debate of S. 1026. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2087 

(Purpose: To reduce the amount authorized 
to be appropriated under Title II for na-
tional missile defense) 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. DOR-
GAN], for himself, Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. LEAHY, 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES11228 August 3, 1995 
Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. FEINGOLD, and Mr. BUMP-
ERS, proposes an amendment numbered 2087. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 32, strike out line 14 and insert in 

lieu thereof the following‘ ‘‘$9,233,148,000, of 
which— 

‘‘(A) not more than $357,900,000 is author-
ized to implement the national missile de-
fense policy established in section 233(2);’’. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, we have 
by unanimous consent a time agree-
ment on this amendment, I understand 
45 minutes to each side. I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. 

Mr. President, let me begin to de-
scribe this amendment. It is painfully 
simple. There was $300 million added to 
the defense authorization bill by the 
Armed Services Committee for some-
thing that this country does not need 
and that the Secretary of Defense says 
he does not want. The proposal that I 
lay before the Senate is to take the 
$300 million back out. 

This, it seems to me, is a very sym-
bolic issue. The $300 million is to build 
a national missile defense system with 
instructions it be done on a priority or 
accelerated basis so that the deploy-
ment begins in 1999. Some said yester-
day, well, this has nothing to do with 
star wars. And, of course, that is not 
true at all. This is, in fact, national 
missile defense, which includes a star 
wars component. It is the building of 
missiles in order to create some sort of 
astrodome over our country to block 
incoming intercontinental ballistic 
missiles. 

It is the revival of a proposal offered 
in the early 1980’s by then President 
Ronald Reagan. Of course, times were 
different then. The Soviet Union ex-
isted. We had a cold war that was in 
full force. We had an active adversary 
and a real threat. Times have changed. 
Now we have the dismantling and de-
struction of intercontinental ballistic 
missiles in Russia. And, paradoxically, 
we are helping pay the bill to destroy 
those missiles. 

It is an irony that does not escape me 
this morning that the same people who 
proposed $300 million in additional 
spending this year as part of what will 
eventually be a $48 billion new project 
are also saying they want to cut back 
on our contribution to help the Soviets 
dismantle and destroy their interconti-
nental ballistic missiles. If ever there 
is a disconnection, it seems to me it is 
in that logic. 

To call this $300 million—or what 
eventually will be a $40 billion pro-
gram—‘‘pork’’ is I think unfair to pigs. 
Hogs carry around a little meat. This 
in my judgment is pure, unadulterated 
lard. 

I want to describe this proposal in 
the context of what the Secretary of 
Defense has said. I am reading from a 
letter from the Secretary to Senator 
NUNN: 

This bill will direct the development for 
deployment by 2003 [incidentally, the early 
deployment by 1999] of a multiple site sys-
tem for national missile defense that, if de-
ployed, would be a clear violation of the 
ABM Treaty. The bill would severely strain 
U.S.-Russian relations and would threaten 
continued Russian implementation of the 
START I Treaty and further Russian consid-
eration of the START II Treaty. These two 
treaties will eliminate strategic launchers 
carrying two-thirds of the nuclear warheads 
that confronted the Nation during the cold 
war. 

That is a statement of current ad-
ministration policy. 

S. 1026 would authorize appropriations for 
defense programs that exceed by approxi-
mately $7 billion the administration’s FY 
1996 request. 

A $7 billion increase, this from folks 
who say they are opposed to the Fed-
eral deficit. 

Here is what the committee says: 
The committee recognizes that deploying a 

multiple site NMD system by 2003 will re-
quire significant investments in the out-
years. 

And, incidentally, the Congressional 
Budget Office says anywhere from $30 
to $40 billion. But the committee 
avoids the issue. The committee: 

. . . directs the Secretary of Defense to 
budget accordingly. 

This is very interesting. The Armed 
Services Committee says we are going 
to build this. Here is $300 million you 
do not want to build something we do 
not need, and it is going to cost $48 bil-
lion, and we say to you, Mr. Secretary 
of Defense, ‘‘budget accordingly.’’ 

It does not say where he should get 
the money. It does not say they are 
going to raise taxes to pay for it. It 
says to the Secretary of Defense, budg-
et accordingly. 

Well, we all understand what that 
means. That means that the warriors 
who fight so hard rhetorically to re-
duce the Federal budget deficit are now 
wallflowers who decide they want to 
use the taxpayers’ credit card to go out 
and purchase a $48 billion national bal-
listic missile program that this coun-
try does not need and cannot afford. 

It seems to me we ought to ask two 
questions about these kinds of pro-
posals when they come to us. One is, do 
we need it? And the second is, can we 
afford it? 

On the first question, do we need it, 
do we need the $300 million added to 
this budget, the Secretary of Defense 
says no. 

Can we afford it? Even if we do not 
need it, can we afford it? Does anybody 
in this room, living in a country that is 
up to its neck in debt, with annual 
yearly deficits that are still alarming 
and a Federal debt approaching $5 tril-
lion, believe we can afford something 
we do not need? 

I am going to talk some about the 
system itself, but first I wish to talk 
about the irony of being here in the 
Chamber at a time when we are told re-
peatedly, week after week after week, 
that we do not have enough money. We 
are told we do not have enough money 

to fully fund the programs to be able to 
send kids to college. So we are going to 
budget in a way that is going to make 
it harder for families to send their kids 
to college because we have to tighten 
our belt. We are told that we cannot af-
ford to provide an entitlement that a 
poor child should have a hot lunch at 
school in the middle of the day because 
we must tighten our belt. We are told 
health care is too expensive and so we 
must cut $270 billion from Medicare 
and a substantial amount from Med-
icaid because we must tighten our belt. 

So for the American family, the mes-
sage is tighten your belt on things like 
education, health care, nutrition. But 
when it comes to security, we are told 
it is not time to tighten our belt; let us 
get the wish lists out and let us get the 
American taxpayers’ checkbook out— 
or the credit card more likely—and let 
us decide to build a project that the 
Secretary of Defense says he does not 
want money for at this point. 

Let me talk about the project itself. 
This bill provides research and devel-

opment funds in order to accelerate the 
deployment of a national missile de-
fense system. The administration re-
quested $371 million for its ongoing re-
search and development program. The 
Armed Services Committee says that is 
not good enough for us. The committee 
wants $300 million more added to the 
request because it wants to deploy the 
system in four years. The committee is 
telling the Defense Department to 
build it. They are saying that it does 
not matter to us what you think; it 
does not matter to us whether you 
think we need it. We insist you build 
it. 

I come from a State where the only 
antiballistic missile system in the free 
world was built. It was built in the late 
1960’s and early 1970’s. Less than 30 
days after it was declared operational, 
it was mothballed. In other words, in 
the same month that it was declared 
fully operational it was also 
mothballed. 

It is anticipated, because of our Na-
tion’s geography, that one of the sites 
in a multiple site national missile de-
fense system would be in North Da-
kota. There would likely be one North 
Dakota site. And I suppose some would 
say, well, that means jobs in your 
State; you ought to support this. 

I do not think it makes sense to sup-
port a defense initiative of this type es-
pecially at this time in our country’s 
history if you measure it with the 
yardstick of a jobs program. Yes, this 
might include some jobs in North Da-
kota, but it also will include the com-
mitment and the prospect of taking $40 
billion from the American taxpayers to 
build a project we do not need, with 
money we do not have, at a time when 
we are telling a lot of Americans that 
we cannot make investments in human 
potential for the future of this country. 

There is an ancient Chinese saying: 
If you are planning for a year, plant rice; 

if you are planning for 10 years, plant trees; 
if you are planning for 100 years, plant men. 
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I take ‘‘plant men’’ to mean ‘‘educate 

your children.’’ 
In this Chamber, we appropriately 

say that we have big financial prob-
lems. We are choking on debt and must 
do something about it. We have a lot of 
folks who talk a lot about it, gnash 
their teeth, who wring their hands, and 
act like warriors on deficit reduction— 
until it comes time for a bill like this. 
And then they say to us, boy, we have 
threats; we have threats from North 
Korea; we have threats from Libya; we 
have threats from Iraq. 

What do those threats suggest we 
should do? What we should do is, under 
the aegis of reform—which is the wrong 
‘‘re’’ word; the real ‘‘re’’ word is not 
‘‘reform’’; it is ‘‘retread’’—is resurrect 
and dust off a proposal coming from 
the early 1980’s, a cold war relic to 
build a national missile defense system 
to put an umbrella over America to 
protect against incoming missiles from 
some renegade country. Far more im-
portant, in my judgment, is the threat 
from a suitcase bomb somewhere; you 
start worrying about a nuclear device 
hauled in the trunk of a car and parked 
at a dock in New York City; you start 
worrying about a canister 3 inches high 
of deadly biological weapons. That is 
far more likely a threat to this country 
than a terrorist getting ahold of an 
intercontinental ballistic missile and 
attempting to blackmail America. 

Mr. President, I am most anxious to 
hear those who defend this kind of 
spending on projects that are, in my 
judgment, worthless. So let me at this 
point yield the floor and listen and 
then respond to some of what I hear. I 
hope maybe the Senate, voting on this 
today, will decide that it ought not 
spend $300 million we do not have on 
something the Secretary of Defense 
says we do not need. That would seem 
to me to send a powerful signal to the 
American people who in this body is se-
rious about the issue of the Federal 
deficit. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
reserve my time. 

Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Carolina. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

rise in strong opposition to the Dorgan 
amendment. The Armed Services Com-
mittee has taken a hard look at the 
ballistic missile defense programs and 
concluded that an increase of $300 mil-
lion is warranted—indeed, badly need-
ed. If the United States is to ever be 
defended against even the most limited 
ballistic missile threats, we must begin 
now. 

The administration’s program for na-
tional missile defense is simply inad-
equate. And in my view, the ballistic 
missile threat facing the United States 
is significant and growing. This threat 
clearly justifies an accelerated effort 
to develop and deploy highly effective 
theater and national missile defenses. 
In the bill now before the Senate we 
have done just this. The Missile De-
fense Act is a responsible and measured 

piece of legislation that responds to a 
growing threat to American national 
security. 

There have been many arguments 
raised in opposition to the Missile De-
fense Act of 1995. These are either false 
or seriously exaggerated. Let me ad-
dress three of the main objections that 
have been mentioned repeatedly. 

First, the Missile Defense Act of 1995 
does not signal a return to star wars. It 
advocates modest and affordable pro-
grams that are technically low risk. 

Second, it does not violate or advo-
cate violation of the ABM Treaty. The 
means to implement the policies and 
goals outlined in the Missile Defense 
Act of 1995 are contained in the ABM 
Treaty itself. 

Finally, the policies and goals con-
tained in the Missile Defense Act of 
1995 will not undermine START II or 
other arms control agreements. Russia 
has repeatedly agreed in the past that 
deployment of a limited national mis-
sile defense system is not inconsistent 
with deterrence and stability. The 
United States must not allow critical 
national security programs to be held 
hostage to other issues when there is 
no substantive or logical linkage be-
tween them. 

Mr. President, I therefore would con-
clude by urging my colleagues to op-
pose the amendment by the distin-
guished Senator from North Dakota. 
This amendment would undermine a 
critical defense requirement and fur-
ther perpetuate the vulnerability of 
the American people. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Mississippi. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I, too, rise 

in opposition to the amendment. I 
would like to begin with a quote from 
Secretary Perry in this general area 
now, that we have entered the post- 
cold war time. Secretary Perry is 
quoted as saying: 

The bad news is that in this era deterrence 
may not provide even the cold comfort it did 
during the cold war. We may be facing ter-
rorists or rogue regimes with ballistic mis-
siles and nuclear weapons at the same time 
in the future. And they may not buy into our 
deterrence theory. Indeed, they may be mad-
der than MAD. 

MAD, mutually assured destruction. 
Mr. President, I think it is unfortu-

nate that there are those who seem to 
think that the American people should 
not be defended against the one mili-
tary threat which holds them at risk in 
their homes on a daily basis. Simply 
stated, this amendment seeks to per-
petuate what many believe is truly an 
American vulnerability. 

Yesterday there were only five Sen-
ators who opposed a sense-of-the-Sen-
ate resolution that the American peo-
ple should be defended against acci-
dental, intentional, or limited ballistic 
missile attack. Today the Senator from 
North Dakota is attempting to cut $300 
million from national missile defense 
to ensure that American cities will in 

effect remain undefended without this 
additional funding. 

Senators yesterday voted in favor of 
defending the American people in this 
new era that we are in. So today all 
Senators will have an opportunity to 
demonstrate whether or not they are 
serious about a national defense. If you 
believe, as the Senator from North Da-
kota so honestly does, and has stated, 
that the United States should not be 
defended against this particular poten-
tial for ballistic missile attack, then 
support the amendment. But if you be-
lieve that the time has come to get on 
with national missile defense, you 
should oppose this amendment. 

We have heard quite a bit about how 
there is no threat and how investment 
in national missile defense is a waste of 
money. Let us remember that more 
Americans died in the Persian Gulf war 
as a result of one missile than any 
other single cause. I do not imagine 
that the families of these victims 
would view missile defense investments 
as a waste. 

The argument that there is no threat 
to justify the deployment of a national 
missile defense system I think is stra-
tegically shortsighted and technically 
incorrect. Even if we get started today, 
by the time we develop and deploy an 
NMD system we will almost certainly 
face new ballistic missile threats to 
the United States. Unfortunately, it 
will take almost 10 years to develop 
and deploy even a limited system. 

Much has been made of the intel-
ligence community’s estimate that no 
new threat to the United States will 
develop for 10 years. But the intel-
ligence community has confirmed that 
there are numerous ways for hostile 
countries to acquire intercontinental 
ballistic missiles in much less than 10 
years by other than indigenous devel-
opment. I would point out the same in-
telligence has also prepared a chart 
that has been displayed on the Senate 
floor showing the North Korean missile 
programs, including the Taepo Dong II 
ICBM, which DIA says could be oper-
ational in 5 years. 

We see the size and the capability of 
destructive ability of these various 
missiles. You have got the Scud-B, the 
Scud-C, the No Dong, the Taepo Dong I 
and II. And these have not been tested. 
But it is very capable for them to do 
that, the North Koreans to do that. 
And it is estimated that they could go 
to this biggest one, which would be 
well over the 1,000 kilometers, in 5 
years or maybe less. And in developing 
this system North Korea has dem-
onstrated to the world that an ICBM 
capability can emerge rapidly and rel-
atively with little notice. 

Nobody knows with certainty what 
the range of this potential new missile 
would be. But we do know that it is ap-
proximately the size of the Minuteman 
ICBM. 

Even if we knew with certainty that 
no new threat would materialize for 10 
years there would still be a strong case 
for developing and deploying a national 
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defense system. Developing an NMD 
system would serve to deter countries 
that would seek to acquire otherwise 
ICBM capability. A vulnerable United 
States merely invites proliferation, 
blackmail, and even aggression. 

It has also been argued that the ad-
ministration’s NMD program costs less 
than the one proposed in the defense 
authorization bill. Well, I guess that is 
right. It usually does cost more to ac-
tually do something about a problem 
than nothing, which is precisely what 
the administration’s program will do, I 
fear—nothing at all. They request 
money. And they have requested al-
most $400 million this year. And yet it 
is not enough to actually get the job 
done. The administration’s program 
has no deployment goal in sight. In ef-
fect, you know, it wastes almost $400 
million per year on a program designed 
never to achieve a specific end. In my 
view, if we are not going to actually 
deploy something we ought to take the 
rest of the NMD money and spend it on 
something that will defend America. 

The Senator from North Dakota has 
stated that the system we want to 
build will cost $40 billion. But by the 
administration’s own charts, it states 
that it would cost less than $25 billion, 
including a full space-based sensor con-
stellation. How does this compare to 
the cost of the F–22, the B–2 or other 
major new systems? I think it is a pret-
ty good investment relative to vir-
tually anything else that DOD is devel-
oping. What good does it do to be able 
to project power overseas with modern 
and sophisticated weapons if we cannot 
secure our families at home? Remem-
ber what we are talking about here. 

It is not an insignificant amount, an 
additional $300 million approximately, 
but you are talking about the cost of 
three or four airplanes. You are talking 
about offensive weaponry, three or four 
airplanes. We can move toward the 
ability to develop and deploy this sys-
tem. 

One other chart I would like to refer 
to with regard to the national missile 
defense program. The Bottom-Up Re-
view just, I guess, 2 years ago, pro-
jected the expenditures at this level for 
the national missile defense. The ad-
ministration fiscal year 1995 request 
was as you see up to about, I believe it 
indicated about $500 million. And then 
in the fiscal year 1996 it dropped down, 
and what this bill actually does is basi-
cally a very small increase over what 
the administration’s fiscal year 1995 re-
quest was. So, talking about just 
enough increase to move toward actual 
development and the ability to deploy 
within 10 years. 

So this is a good-sense approach. It is 
one based on what the administration 
had projected in its Bottom-Up Review 
and what it asked for in 1995. 

For those who argue that the Senate 
Armed Services Committee is throwing 
money at ballistic missile defense, I 
point out that the amount of this bill 
for the Ballistic Missile Defense Orga-
nization is $136 million lower than the 

Clinton administration’s own Bottom- 
Up Review recommended for fiscal year 
1996. It is also less than the administra-
tion’s own budget forecast in last 
year’s plan. 

All four of the defense committees in 
Congress have increased funding for 
the national missile defense. In fact, 
the Senate Armed Services Committee 
and the Senate Defense Appropriations 
Subcommittee have recommended a 
smaller increase than the House com-
mittees have. The House has rec-
ommended an increase of $450 million. 

In response to those who say the ad-
ministration did not request this in-
crease, I point out the Ballistic Missile 
Defense Organization has made it clear 
on many occasions and with the admin-
istration’s, I think, tacit approval, 
that if more money was made available 
for ballistic missile programs that they 
would want to spend $400 million on 
the national missile defense program. 

The bottom line is simple. If you 
think that the American people should 
not be defended against ballistic mis-
siles, then go ahead and support this 
amendment. If you think that the time 
has come to do something about an 
ever-increasing threat in this post- 
cold-war era, then vote against this 
amendment. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to put 
themselves on the side of defending the 
American people at a very reasonable 
cost. 

I yield the floor, Mr. President. 
Mr. INHOFE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator for the time. 

I was listening intently to the Sen-
ator from Mississippi. I was glad he 
brought that up because the Senator 
from North Dakota has said over and 
over and over again that this is a $40 
billion program for the future. I think 
it has to be clarified, and yet after we 
clarify it, I suggest the Senator from 
North Dakota will continue to use $40 
billion. This is just not true. 

The Senator from Mississippi talked 
about, according to the figures of the 
administration, it was $24.2 billion. But 
I suggest that includes the SMTS pro-
gram, Brilliant Eyes, which is funded 
separately, which can be taken off. It is 
closer to $18 billion. 

We do have an investment today in 
the program of $38 billion. Some people 
estimate it is more than that. Let us 
be conservative and say $38 billion in 
what we call the SDI program, which 
some people like to continue to use 
star wars to try to make the public of 
this country believe that this is some 
fantasy, that it is not real. It is not 
something we are handling today. 

The SDI program, we feel, helped end 
the cold war by 5 years. What kind of a 
value can we put on that? In fact, the 

Russian Ambassador to the United 
States, Vladimir Lukin, stated that if 
it had not been for SDI, the cold war 
would have gone on for 5 additional 
years. 

The SDI program and its research led 
to systems, not fantasies, but systems 
in place today, such as the Aegis sys-
tem, cruisers and destroyers, kinetic 
energy programs, the hit-to-kill tech-
nologies which are used in the THAAD, 
the PAC–3, the Navy upper-tier defense 
systems. These are not star wars; these 
are technologies. They are on line 
today. 

All we are trying to do is say that in 
5 years from now, where many in the 
intelligence community say we are 
going to be threatened by perhaps 
North Korea or other technology that 
will reach the United States—and this 
is something that most of the intel-
ligence community agrees with—we 
want to do something today that will 
be within the confines of the ABM 
Treaty. We talked about that before. 
This is as much as we can do to reach 
the point so that 5 years from today, 
we are going to be able to defend the 
United States against missile attacks. 

The Senator from North Dakota re-
fers over and over again to the suitcase 
bombs, to the ships and vans that de-
liver weapons. And on that case, I 
agree with the Senator from North Da-
kota, I think he is right. But we are al-
ready taking care of that. We are al-
ready working on that program. 

The Senator from North Dakota 
talks about intelligence estimates. I 
asked yesterday on this floor, what if 
we are wrong, what if those intel-
ligence estimates he is saying where 
the threat is not there for 10 more 
years, what if we are right and it is 5 
more years? What if he is wrong? Look 
back to 1940 and Pearl Harbor. At that 
time our estimates were wrong; North 
Korea in 1950, or more recently, Iraq in 
1990. Our intelligence was wrong at 
that time. 

The Senator relies on the cold war 
mutually assured destruction program 
embodied in the triad of missile sub-
marines, land-based missiles and bomb-
ers, but we had all these things 5 years 
ago, and that did not deter Saddam 
Hussein from using Scud missiles. 

When the Senator points out that the 
administration says that $300 million 
to defend Americans from attack is not 
in our interest, he ignores the fact that 
just 3 months ago, the director of the 
Pentagon’s Ballistic Missile Defense 
Organization, with the administra-
tion’s blessing, said that they could 
spend $500 million more. That is $200 
million more than the additional 
amount we are trying to put on that we 
did put on in the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee and our counterparts 
in the other body to reach a system 
that would defend America. 

The Senator from North Dakota is 
also citing the administration sup-
posedly defended our interests last 
year by spending $2 billion. We are 
doing a lot of talking now about $300 
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million. What about the $2 billion that 
we spent for humanitarian missions 
that, by their own admission, in the 
Senate Armed Services Committee, by 
the Secretary of Defense were really 
not to our vital national security in-
terests. 

I am talking about Somalia and Haiti 
and Bosnia and Rwanda. We are spend-
ing all this money. We are sending our 
troops all the way around the world to 
defend violations of human rights. Cer-
tainly, I am not insensitive to the eth-
nic cleansing that is going on and all 
these human rights violations. But we 
are spending huge amounts for that. I 
disagree with the foreign policy of the 
administration, and I do not think we 
should be doing it. But if we are doing 
it, that is $2 billion, and we are talking 
$300 million right now to keep this on 
line to be able to defend this country 5 
years from now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 5 minutes have expired. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for 2 additional 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from South Carolina yield 2 
additional minutes? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
grant him 2 more minutes. 

Mr. INHOFE. Finally, Mr. President, 
I must express my amazement with the 
priorities of the Senator from North 
Dakota. He wants to cut $300 million 
from the missile defense. He says we 
have higher domestic priorities. We 
heard about the nutrition programs, we 
heard about all these social programs 
that seem to, in his mind, have a high-
er priority. 

I suggest to you that this $300 million 
is a relatively small amount of money. 
The one bomb in Oklahoma City that 
wiped out the Murrah Federal Building 
cost the taxpayers $500 million—one 
bomb. 

I suggest if the Senator from North 
Dakota could have stood with me in 
Oklahoma City on April 19, April 20, 
April 21, when they are sending troops 
and volunteers into this building to 
pull out people who might be alive in 
there, the hope was there that more 
would be alive, then the fourth day 
came and the smell of death had envel-
oped the city, if you could have been 
there, and what was going through my 
mind was, this is just one building in 
one city, one missile could come in 
there and wipe out every building in 
the city of Oklahoma City, in the city 
of Sioux Falls, SD, in Bismarck, ND, in 
New York City, could wipe out the en-
tire thing. 

Multiply that one thing, the Murrah 
Federal Building in Oklahoma City by 
100, by 1,000. That is the threat that is 
out there. That is the threat that can 
reach, according to many in the intel-
ligence community, this country with-
in 5 years. We have to be ready for 
that. This should be the highest pri-
ority. We are elected to defend Amer-
ica. That is exactly what this is about 
today. 

So, Mr. President, in the strongest of 
terms, I say this is the minimum that 
we can do to keep on force, to have a 
national missile defense system in 
place in 5 years when the threat is very 
real. 

Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Alaska. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee. 

The Ballistic Missile Defense Initia-
tive, reported by the Armed Services 
Committee, puts our Nation on the 
right track to address the growing mis-
sile threat to our country. 

In the defense appropriations bill, 
which was reported last week, we fully 
supported every element of that plan, 
and I congratulate Senators THUR-
MOND, LOTT, and others who worked 
with them on this plan. 

Every intelligence assessment avail-
able to the Congress indicates that the 
threat posed to U.S. military forces is 
growing from ballistic missiles, as is 
the threat to the United States itself. 

There can be no greater imperative, 
as we allocate funding for research and 
development for future systems, than 
to develop and deploy an effective na-
tional missile defense system. 

This matter has special significance 
to every citizen of my State of Alaska. 
Already, North Korea is developing 
missiles that could attack the military 
installations in Alaska. 

Alaska-based F–15’s, F–16’s, and OA– 
10 aircraft will be the first to respond 
to any attack on South Korea. On that 
basis, we are a target for North Korea. 

The distinguished Senator from 
North Dakota may be confident that 
his State will not face that threat in 
coming years, and I share that con-
fidence. Our country was lucky in the 
gulf war. The ingenuity and technical 
creativeness ensured that we had some 
minimal capacity to respond to the 
Iraqi Scud missile threat. 

We cannot, and must not, rely on 
luck to be ready to face the risk of mis-
sile launches against my State and 
against the United States in total. We 
must make the investment now to have 
ready a system to deploy, if that is the 
decision of the President and Congress. 

The additional funds proposed for au-
thorization and appropriation for na-
tional missile defense is a reasonable 
and affordable start for this program. 

I am here to urge all Members to sup-
port this initiative. I do so as a Sen-
ator from a State that is seriously 
threatened today, and I believe the 
funding authorized by this bill, already 
included in the defense appropriations 
bill, is the proper way to start. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I yield 
such time as I may consume to myself. 

Mr. President, statements have been 
made that my position is I do not want 
to defend America’s cities against a 
very real threat—total nonsense; abso-
lute nonsense. 

My position is that we should not be 
spending money we do not have on 
something the Secretary of Defense 
says we do not need. Let me read from 
a letter from Secretary of Defense Wil-
liam Perry to Senator NUNN: 

The bill’s provision would add nothing to 
DOD’s ability to pursue our missile defense 
programs and would needlessly cause us to 
incur excess costs and serious security risks. 
The bill would require the United States to 
make a decision now on developing a specific 
national missile defense for deployment by 
2003, with interim operational capability in 
1999, despite the fact that a balanced stra-
tegic missile threat has not emerged. Our na-
tional missile defense program is designed to 
give us the capability for a deployment deci-
sion in 3 years, when we will be in a much 
better position to assess the threat and de-
ploy the most technologically advanced sys-
tem available, if they think it is needed. 

This is not a case of somebody decid-
ing we do not want to protect Amer-
ica’s cities. It is a case of saying we do 
not want to spend $300 million that the 
Secretary of Defense says we do not 
need to spend. 

Let me respond to a couple of other 
things that have been said. This is not 
about just $300 million. It is about $48 
billion, according to the Congresional 
Budget Office. I ask all the Senators 
who spoke here, where are you going to 
get that money? You suggest that the 
Secretary of Defense budget for it. I 
ask you, are you going to charge it? 
And are you going to tax people for it? 
Where are you going to get the money? 
Do you want to advance a notion now 
that you want to build a $50 billion new 
system, which by the way does, indeed, 
include star wars, as page 59 of the bill 
says? I ask you, where are you going to 
get the money for it? 

Let me say to you, as well, that when 
you talk about the threat from an 
intercontinental ballistic missile, as 
you have all talked about, you under-
stand and I understand—I have some 
material that I will not read from on 
the floor, but it is material from Nobel 
laureates, from veterans of the Man-
hattan project and from physicists who 
are experts in this field, all of whom 
agree—and I think you would agree— 
that a threat from a renegade country 
is far more likely as a result of a cruise 
missile, which cannot be defended 
against by this system, than it is from 
an intercontinental ballistic missile. A 
cruise missile is easier to build and 
cheaper to build and more likely for 
them to get. 

I ask you this question, if you are 
worried about protecting America’s 
cities: If you finished spending $48 bil-
lion to defend against ballistic mis-
siles, then tell me how that system de-
fends America’s cities against the far 
more likely threat of cruise missiles. 
The fact is that by building a national 
ballistic missile defense you have done 
nothing to defend against a cruise mis-
sile attack on American cities. 

That is the point. The point here is 
that this is a weapons program with a 
constituency. Like all weapons pro-
grams, it does not matter what the cli-
mate is—it can be rain, snow, wind, or 
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sleet; you can have a Soviet Union or 
not, and it could be 1983 or 1995—this 
weapons program has legs. It has jobs 
and it has constituencies. This is out of 
step, makes no sense, and yet we see on 
the floor of the Senate folks who come 
here and say, well, let us, this year, 
stick $300 million more in this program 
than was asked for and than is needed. 
Why? Because we want to defend Amer-
ica’s cities. Against what? Against a 
threat which the Secretary of Defense 
says does not exist, and Nobel laure-
ates and veterans of the Manhattan 
project say does not exist. 

If you are so all-fired worried about 
threats, let us focus on the threats that 
the Nation will really face. 

One additional thing. I think the 
Senator from Oklahoma makes the 
point that I have been trying to make 
this morning when he talks about the 
tragic bombing of Oklahoma City. It is 
not an intercontinental ballistic mis-
sile with all of its sophisticated tar-
geting that is the likely way to attack 
against America. It is far more likely 
to be a rental truck, a suitcase, a glass 
vial, a single-engine airplane. I think 
the Senator from Oklahoma made the 
point I was trying to make. 

Mr. INHOFE. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. DORGAN. I will not yield on my 

time. 
Mr. INHOFE. I would like to respond 

to the Senator. 
Mr. DORGAN. If the Senator would 

give time, I am happy to answer ques-
tions. But we have 45 minutes equally 
divided. 

I will at this time reserve the re-
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from Min-
nesota, Senator WELLSTONE. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
first of all, let me just say that 5 min-
utes is not a lot of time to make the 
case. But I am in strong support of the 
Dorgan amendment for a number of 
reasons. First of all, I will talk policy, 
and then I will talk budget. There is no 
significant long-range ballistic missile 
threat to the United States now or in 
the immediate future. The head of the 
DIA stated: 

We see no interest in or capability of any 
new country reaching the continental United 
States with a long-range missile for at least 
the next decade. 

Mr. President, the national missile 
defense provides no defense against the 
most likely future attacks on the 
United States, which will not be deliv-
ered by missiles. We have seen that 
clearly in a tragic way at the World 
Trade Center, the Federal building in 
Oklahoma City, and the subway in 
Tokyo. 

Mr. President, there are many argu-
ments I could make about this impos-
sible dream. But let me just put it in a 
slightly broader context. We have out 
here a bill that requests $7 billion more 
than the Pentagon says it needs. We 
have out here with star wars a request 

for $300 million more than the Pen-
tagon says it wants to spend or needs 
to spend. 

Mr. President, I think this amend-
ment is about more than star wars. It 
is about priorities. And if you look at 
requests for Head Start, it is $3.9 bil-
lion, but the total cost of the next air-
craft carrier, the CVN–78, is $4.6 bil-
lion. 

If you look at requests for police offi-
cers, housing, childhood immunization, 
alongside star wars, the B–2, Pentagon 
budget, $7 billion more in this bill than 
requested by the Pentagon itself, of the 
kind of stories that are now coming 
out, Mr. President, about a variety of 
different pork projects, all across the 
country, we have to ask ourselves the 
question, what are we doing here? 

I was on the floor of the Senate not 
too long ago, saying why are we elimi-
nating low-income energy assistance? I 
was talking about the poor in the cold- 
weather State of Minnesota. We also 
could talk about cooling assistance. 
This was during the time where we 
read that 450 people died, many elderly 
and poor. 

On the one hand, we cut low-income 
energy assistance, we cut education 
programs, we cut job programs, we cut 
all sorts of nutrition programs, we are 
not investing in our children, and we 
have here a bill that asks for $7 billion 
more than the Pentagon says it needs 
for our national defense. 

Now we have—for this impossible 
dream, many independent people argu-
ing it never will work anyway—a re-
quest for an additional $300 million. 

Mr. President, the real national secu-
rity for our country is not for star wars 
in space. It is to feed children and edu-
cate children and provide safety and se-
curity for people in communities, and 
job opportunities for people on Earth. 

This is outrageous. At the very time 
we have some of our deficit hawks say-
ing, ‘‘Cut this nutrition program, cut 
low-income energy assistance, cut 
legal services, cut job training, cut 
summer youth programs, cut education 
programs, cut health care programs,’’ 
we have here a budget that asks for $7 
billion more than the Pentagon wants, 
and $300 million more for star wars— 
this impossible dream, this fantasy— 
than is requested by our own defense 
people. 

This is really a test, I say to my col-
league from North Dakota, this is a 
test case vote, as to whether or not we 
are serious about reducing the deficit 
and investing in people in our country, 
investing in people who live in the 
communities in our country. That is 
what this is about. 

Senators, you cannot dance at two 
weddings at the same time. Maybe you 
are trying to dance at three weddings 
at the same time. You cannot keep 
saying you are for deficit reduction, 
you cannot keep saying you are for 
children and education, you cannot 
keep saying that you are for job oppor-
tunities, you cannot keep saying you 
are for veterans, you cannot keep say-

ing we will not cut Medicare, and at 
the same time allocating more and 
more money for your pork military 
projects, and adding to a military 
budget that the Pentagon itself says it 
does not need. I yield the floor. 

Mr. THURMOND. I yield 10 minutes 
to the distinguished Senator from Ari-
zona. 

Mr. KYL. I thank the distinguished 
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee for yielding time to discuss this 
amendment. 

Going back to basics, the amendment 
is to cut $300 million from the commit-
tee’s request for funding for the De-
fense Department. The committee has 
a $300 million increase from what the 
administration had requested for this 
particular part of the budget. The 
House had increased it $400 million. 
The Senate increase is less than the 
House increase by $100 million. The 
Dorgan amendment is to cut $300 mil-
lion from the committee’s request. 

The primary arguments against the 
committee’s mark are categorized into 
two areas: First, the threat is not that 
great or that soon; second, the money 
could be spent on other things. 

First, talking about the threat, there 
is a suggestion here that the threat is 
not imminent. The threat we are talk-
ing about is a threat to relatively soon 
be able to attack the continental 
United States, because this is the na-
tional missile defense part of the pro-
gram we are talking about. 

Now, we all understand that eventu-
ally we will have to have a defense 
against missiles that would either be 
accidentally or intentionally launched 
against U.S. territory. The question is, 
how soon do we need to begin preparing 
for that? 

The Senator from North Dakota says 
we do not need to worry about it yet 
because it will be maybe 10 years be-
fore the threat emerges. There are two 
primary responses to it. First, it is 
wrong; and, second, we are not taking 
into account the fact that it takes a 
long time to develop the programs to 
respond to the offensive threat. 

We have been working at this pro-
gram for a long time. It has been 5 
years yesterday, since the taking over 
of Kuwait by Iraq. Yet we are not very 
far down the road in terms of improv-
ing our ability to defend even against a 
missile like the Scud B that the Iraqis 
had. We are talking here about much 
longer range missiles than the Scud B. 
We are talking about missiles that 
could reach U.S. territory. 

Now, at first we are talking about 
the State of Alaska or the Territory of 
Guam. I know it is of interest to the 
Senator from North Dakota. 

In fact, we all would be very, very 
concerned about a threat to any U.S. 
citizen, whether it be in Guam or 
whether it be in Alaska. It does not 
have to be to the heartland of America. 

What is the fact with regard to this 
threat? The person who last headed the 
CIA just prior to the new Director, 
John Deutch, the then Acting Director 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:48 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00006 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S03AU5.REC S03AU5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S11233 August 3, 1995 
of the Central Intelligence Agency, Ad-
miral William Studeman, made this 
point just a few months ago. He said, 

Our understanding of North Korea’s earlier 
Scud development leads us to believe that it 
is unlikely Pyongyang could deploy Taepo- 
Dong I or Taepo-Dong II missiles before 3 to 
5 years. However, if Pyongyang has 
foreshortened its development program, we 
could see these missiles earlier. 

What the acting CIA Director was 
saying is that they probably will not 
have this missile that could reach the 
United States for 3 to 5 years. 

Well, we cannot develop this system 
within 3 to 5 years. The bill calls for 
some kind of a deployment, hopefully, 
by 1999. That is within the timeframe 
that the CIA Director acknowledges 
the Taepo-Dong II missile could be de-
veloped. 

Now, what about the current CIA di-
rector? John Deutch said last year, ‘‘If 
the North Koreans field that Taepo- 
Dong II missile, Guam, Alaska, and 
parts of Hawaii would potentially be at 
risk.’’ 

The point here is that North Korea, a 
belligerent state over whom we have 
virtually no negotiating control, no 
diplomatic control, is developing a 
weapon which the CIA says could po-
tentially reach United States territory 
in 3 to 5 years. 

If the 3 years is correct, we cannot 
possibly have anything deployed in 
time to meet that threat. Even if it is 
just used to blackmail us, it is a tre-
mendous threat. For those who say 
that there is no threat here, the facts 
do not bear them out. The intelligence 
estimates do not bear them out. 

The other side of this argument is, 
well, there are other threats. There 
could be a suitcase bomb. There is a 
cruise missile threat, and of course the 
answer is yes, that is true. We are 
doing everything we can to meet those 
threats as well. 

It is a fallacy of logic to suggest that 
because there is some other threat 
that, therefore, this is not a threat. 
That is the logic of the Senator from 
North Dakota. Well, somebody might 
bring a suitcase bomb over. 

Well, we are working that problem 
very hard. The last three CIA Directors 
have said that their primary concern is 
the proliferation of these weapons of 
mass destruction and the missiles that 
can deliver them. 

As a matter of fact, there has not 
been a suitcase nuclear bomb explode, 
but there have been missiles launched 
against U.S. forces. As a matter of fact, 
as I said yesterday, fully 20 percent of 
our casualties in the Persian Gulf were 
as a result of a Scud missile. We did 
not have an adequate protection 
against the Scud missile. 

We at least had the Patriot over 
there. We have nothing to protect the 
people in the United States. I think the 
CIA Directors are a pretty good source 
for the proposition that there is a po-
tential threat out there, and we will be 
lucky to be able to deploy a system in 
time to meet that threat, if their sta-
tistics are correct. 

Now, just one quick final point on 
the threat. The Senator from North 
Dakota suggests that the triad is actu-
ally adequate here, but the same Sec-
retary of Defense that he is so fond of 
relying on has made it clear that mu-
tual assured destruction, the threat 
that we retaliate with nuclear weapons 
against Iraq or some other country, is 
just not credible. 

As Secretary Perry said on March 8 
of this year, 

The bad news is that in this era, deterrence 
may not provide even the cold comfort it did 
during the cold war. We may be facing ter-
rorists or rogue regimes with ballistic mis-
siles and nuclear weapons at the same time 
in the future, and they may not buy into our 
deterrence theory. Indeed, they may be mad-
der than MAD. 

And the M-A-D that he is referring to 
is the mutual assured destruction doc-
trine, which the Secretary is saying is 
madness today. That doctrine no 
longer works. We need a defense, not 
just the threat of massive retaliation 
to prevent countries from launching 
missiles against the United States. 

Finally, let us talk about the amount 
here. First of all, as the Senator from 
Mississippi pointed out earlier, the 
amount that is in the Senate bill this 
year is less than the Clinton adminis-
tration requested last year in their 5- 
year budget. So in the 5-year plan the 
administration sent up here last year, 
they were asking for more money for 
this program than the committee has 
asked for this year. It is a matter of 
timing, of when you spend the money. 
As I think I have pointed out, even 
with this amount of money we will be 
lucky to be able to field something 
that is effective by the time the threat 
is upon us. 

Second, there is a suggestion here 
that the Secretary does not want this 
because he has not asked for it. Obvi-
ously, we are all aware of the politics 
within the Pentagon and the adminis-
tration and not asking for it is not the 
same as not wanting it. You will note 
in the letter from the Secretary, no-
where does he say: Do not send us this 
$300 million, I do not want it and I will 
not spend it if you send it to me. As a 
matter of fact, his spokesman on this 
issue, Gen. Malcolm O’Neill, before the 
House committee just a few weeks ago, 
was asked if he could spend this 
money, and here is what he said: 

I have reviewed the BMD program, the im-
pact of last year’s budget reductions and the 
schedule of several key programs in order to 
recommend where additional resources could 
be best applied. 

Remember, the House is talking 
about $400 million in additional re-
sources. And he says: 

These funds could be effectively used in 
several key BMD programs to accelerate de-
velopment efforts, preserve early develop-
ment options for a national missile defense 
system, and to protect current theater mis-
sile defense system acquisition schedules. 

In other words, the expert in this 
area, the head of the program, Gen. 
Mal O’Neill, made it clear to the House 
of Representatives if he had this extra 

money he could effectively use it. I un-
derstand the administration position is 
against this. We all understand that. 
But it is not common sense when you 
recognize the speed with which this 
threat could be upon us and the ability 
we have to develop a system that could 
defend us. 

When I say it is not common sense, I 
do not mean to denigrate the Secretary 
of Defense. He is a fine public servant 
and is very concerned about the future 
of our country. But reasonable people 
can differ about the speed with which 
we ought to get on with this effort and 
the priority of spending this money. I 
submit the weight of evidence from the 
Central Intelligence Agency and from 
the other people who have spoken on 
the issue is, we better get about this 
task right away. 

The final point with regard to the 
money is that while we could be spend-
ing this money on summer youth pro-
grams or Low Income Home Energy As-
sistance—of course we could. But what 
is more important, defending American 
lives or summer youth programs? We 
have to set priorities around here. I 
submit, if a missile were launched 
against the State of Hawaii or the 
State of Alaska, every one of us on this 
floor would be denouncing the act and 
would be asking why that was allowed 
to happen? Who sat by while this 
threat emerged? Who allowed this 
threat to evolve to the point we could 
not defend our own citizens from a mis-
sile attack? Those would be the ques-
tions asked on this floor. 

Today that question can be answered 
because those people who seek to cut 
these funds out of the committee bill 
will be the people responsible for us not 
having a system at the time that the 
CIA believes we are going to need to 
have it. That is the question before the 
body. Do we go along with the leader-
ship? Do we go along with the com-
mittee, which is the body of expertise 
on this? Do we go along with the Cen-
tral Intelligence estimates, and do we 
go along to fund this program to at 
least get us on a path to develop and 
deploy a system in the time we need it? 
Or do we take the risk and roll the 
dice, spend the money on summer 
youth programs or Low Income Home 
Energy Assistance or the like? 

I submit the decision today is that 
we should go along with the commit-
tee’s request here, support the com-
mittee and vote down the DORGAN 
amendment which would cut the $300 
million. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, let me 
yield a minute to myself before I yield 
5 minutes to the Senator from Arkan-
sas. 

I might say if ever there is an Olym-
pic event called side stepping, I have 
seen this morning several candidates 
for gold medals. 

Let us not be confused about what 
the Secretary of Defense has said. Here 
is a letter he sent last week. It says 
this: 
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The bill’s provisions would add nothing to 

DOD’s ability to pursue our missile defense 
programs and would needlessly cause us to 
incur excess costs and serious security risks. 

That is not a letter from a Secretary 
who is undecided about whether this is 
good policy or not. The Senator from 
Arizona says he just has not asked us. 
The Senator says that of course, the 
Secretary would like to get it this ad-
ditional money. 

Mr. KYL. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. DORGAN. This letter says he 

does not want it. He thinks it adds ex-
cess costs and additional security risks 
to this country. So let us not be con-
fused about the message from the Sec-
retary of Defense. He is clear on this 
issue. 

Mr. KYL. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. DORGAN. I yield 5 minutes to 

the Senator from Arkansas. I will be 
happy to yield momentarily for a ques-
tion. 

Mr. KYL. Briefly, can the Senator 
point anywhere in that letter where he 
is referring to this $300 million? He is 
referring generally to this bill, not to 
this $300 million. 

Mr. DORGAN. In fact, he specifically 
refers to this $300 million in this pro-
gram, I say to the Senator from Ari-
zona, in the following part of this para-
graph. I read it once before and I am 
not going to read it again for you. 

The point is, he is talking about de-
veloping specific national missile de-
fense for interim operational capa-
bility in 1999 and for full deployment in 
2003. That is exactly and specifically 
the program we are now debating. If 
the Senator is asking, was the Sec-
retary talking about this issue, the an-
swer is clearly, unequivocally, yes, 
that is exactly what the Secretary was 
talking about in this letter. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from New Hampshire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DEWINE). The Senator from New Hamp-
shire is recognized. 

Mr. SMITH. I thank the Senator 
from South Carolina for yielding, and 
thank him for his leadership in support 
of the defense of the United States of 
America. 

I am very pleased that this amend-
ment has been offered. I oppose it, ve-
hemently and strongly oppose it, but I 
am glad it has been offered because it 
gives the American people a chance 
once and for all to see just exactly 
what this debate is all about and who 
stands for what. 

The Dorgan amendment would leave 
the American people completely vul-
nerable to ballistic missile threats, 
completely vulnerable. It says to our 
constituents, it is OK to protect Israel, 
protect France, protect Germany, pro-
tect Italy, protect our allies, but not 
our folks at home. Do not protect 
them. 

The armed services bill, on the other 
hand, establishes a program to defend 

all Americans, regardless of where they 
live, against a limited ballistic missile 
attack. For the life of me, I do not un-
derstand how anyone could use the ar-
gument it is OK to protect somebody in 
one area of the country and not in an-
other area of the country. How can one 
do that and keep a straight face? 

The Clinton program and the Dorgan 
amendment leaves the United States 
hostage, completely, to the likes of 
Kim Jong Il and the Pyongyang Com-
munists. The intelligence community 
has suggested that North Korea may 
well deploy an ICBM capable of strik-
ing Alaska and Hawaii within 5 years, 
and some talk maybe even as far as 
San Francisco in a very short period of 
time, but the Senator from North Da-
kota thinks it is wrong for us to defend 
these American citizens? 

If the Senator disagrees with this as-
sessment, let us look at the statement 
of the recently confirmed Director of 
the Central Intelligence Agency, John 
Deutch. Dr. Deutch stated, 

If the North Koreans field the Taepo Dong 
II missile, Guam, Alaska, and parts of Ha-
waii would potentially be at risk. 

This is a serious, serious problem. 
The issue really boils down to this. 
Twenty nations have acquired or are 
acquiring weapons of mass destruction 
and the capability to deliver them, 
Iran, Syria, North Korea, Libya, China, 
to name a few. That ought to put the 
fear of God in us—just that, just think-
ing about those nations. And at least 
24, some of the same ones I just men-
tioned, have chemical weapons. And 
approximately 10 more are believed to 
have biological weapons. And at least 
10 countries are reportedly interested 
in development of nuclear weapons. 

The international export control re-
gime is failing to prevent the spread of 
these technologies. They are being 
spread all over the world, this missile 
technology, biological, chemical, nu-
clear, and the capability to deliver 
them. 

The Armed Services Committee, 
under the strong leadership of Senator 
Strom THURMOND, recognizes that fact. 
This is a far-reaching, farsighted, look-
ing-ahead attempt to protect the 
United States of America and its citi-
zens in the outyears. You have to be 
thinking about that today, not 50 years 
from now, because 50 years from now it 
will be too late. You think about it 
today, and that is what the Senator 
from South Carolina has done. Under 
his leadership we have provided, in the 
Armed Services Committee, the oppor-
tunity to protect our citizens. 

The Dorgan amendment would say 
that the continental United States, 
Alaska, and Hawaii, are absolutely vul-
nerable to these threats. The reckless 
leaders of North Korea, Syria, Libya, 
and others basically have free access to 
our citizens. The choice is simple, real-
ly; really simple. If you believe the 
American people should be protected 
against limited accidental or inten-
tional missile attacks—take your 
choice—you should support the Armed 
Services Committee bill. 

That is why we are on the com-
mittee. That is why we delve into these 
matters in great detail. That is our 
specialty. That is what we are there 
for, to understand these things and to 
present options to the full Senate. But 
if you believe the American people 
should not be defended and should be 
completely vulnerable, then you vote 
for the Dorgan amendment. 

It is ironic—and tragically ironic, 
frankly—that those who oppose defend-
ing the American people hide behind 
the fig leaf of the cold war. The cold 
war is over. And the technology and 
the philosophy that we use to defend 
against it is also over. We do not have 
mutual assured destruction anymore. 
We do not have a bipolar world any-
more. These people are not rational. 
Does anybody think Saddam Hussein is 
rational? Would Saddam Hussein have 
used a nuclear missile in the Persian 
Gulf war if he had the opportunity? 
You bet he would. He just does not 
have it. 

We do not have the capability to pro-
tect against this. It is very interesting 
that focus groups have been held where 
we call a few people into the room and 
interview them. We asked them, ‘‘What 
would you do if somebody fired a mis-
sile at the United States?’’ In this 
group, American citizens were put to-
gether in a room and they were asked, 
‘‘What would you do if someone fired a 
missile at the United States of Amer-
ica?’’ And every single one of those 
people said, ‘‘We would shoot it down.’’ 
Guess what? We do not have the capa-
bility to shoot it down, Mr. President. 
This amendment will make sure we do 
not have the capability to shoot it 
down until it is too late. 

So I urge my colleagues to defeat 
this very irresponsible amendment. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from Arkansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, first 
of all, I want everyone to understand 
that the President’s request already 
has $371 million in the bill for a na-
tional ballistic missile defense system. 
The committee added $300 million. So 
now we have $671 million, almost dou-
bling what the Pentagon requested. 
The Senator from North Dakota very 
sensibly and wisely is trying to strike 
out the extra money. I hear people on 
that side of the aisle saying, ‘‘We are 
not trying to abrogate the ABM Trea-
ty. This does not abrogate the ABM 
Treaty.’’ Really? 

Here is what the ABM Treaty says: 

Each party shall be limited at any one 
time to a single area out of the two provided 
in Article III of the treaty for deployment of 
antiballistic missile systems or their compo-
nents. . . . 

English is the mother tongue. If you 
speak English, you understand the 
word ‘‘single.’’ It means one. Our one 
site is now in North Dakota. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:48 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00008 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S03AU5.REC S03AU5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S11235 August 3, 1995 
Here is what this bill says. Here is 

what the language of the bill clearly 
says if you speak the mother tongue. 

It is the policy of the United States—to de-
ploy a multiple-site national ballistic mis-
sile defense system . . . . 

I want to emphasize that—‘‘a mul-
tiple-site’’ NBMD system. 

And section 235 of the bill says: 
The Secretary of Defense shall develop a 

national missile defense system, which will 
attain initial operational capability by the 
end of 2003 . . . 

It shall include . . . ground-based intercep-
tors deployed at multiple sites . . . 

Remember, the ABM Treaty bans 
multiple-site systems. If that in itself 
is not compelling, there is more. This 
bill says we will decide what is a na-
tional missile defense system, and 
what is a theater missile defense sys-
tem. We could not care less what the 
Russians think. Do you think people in 
Russia, the former Soviet Union, who 
crafted this treaty with us and that we 
ratified with, should have any say 
about what we are going to do in abro-
gating the treaty? 

I read a very interesting article the 
other day in the Washington Post, an 
op-ed by someone named Sarah Roo-
sevelt, who I do not know. She said, 
‘‘Do not tweak the bear.’’ Russia is an 
economic basket case. They are a mili-
tary basket case. They were a military 
basket case and an economic basket 
case when Hitler decided he could take 
them with one hand behind him. They 
did not have any choice but to allow 
millions of their people to be slaugh-
tered until they could arm and beat 
Hitler. 

If I had asked this body 10 years ago 
standing beside my desk, ‘‘Senators, 
what would you give to see the Soviet 
Union disappear, and to see East Ger-
many, Hungary, Poland, all of those 
nations free, how much would you be 
willing to cut the defense budget in ex-
change for that?’’—10 years ago—I 
daresay a consensus in the body, the 
smallest number would have been 30 
percent, and a lot of people would have 
said 50 percent. 

So what are we doing with this bill, 
which is the most irresponsible defense 
bill I have seen in my 21 years in the 
U.S. Senate? We say we are going to 
give to the Pentagon $7 billion which it 
doesn’t even want. What kind of insan-
ity is sweeping over this body? 

We spend already, without the addi-
tional $7 billion, twice as much as our 
eight most likely enemies including 
China, Russia, North Korea, Iraq, and 
Iran—twice as much; and, with NATO, 
twice as much as the rest of the world 
combined. And in this bill we are put-
ting an additional $7 billion into de-
fense. 

If this bill goes to the President’s 
desk in its present form and he does 
not veto it—I am going to say publicly 
he is a very good friend of mine, and I 
want him to be reelected—if he does 
not veto this bill, I am going to be ter-
ribly disappointed. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I yield 3 
minutes to the Senator from Lou-
isiana. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, there 
is an old song that says: ‘‘You keep 
coming back like a song.’’ 

Mr. President, in spite of the end of 
the cold war, in spite of the fact that 
the Russians are dismantling their nu-
clear weapons and we are buying the 
plutonium and the enriched uranium, 
in spite of the fact that there is no 
longer a threat from intercontinental 
ballistic missiles to the United States, 
no longer targeted at this country, this 
same issue, this military-industrial 
complex that the Defense Department 
does not want, keeps ‘‘coming back 
like a song.’’ 

Mr. President, I have had amend-
ments on this I guess four or five times 
over the past few years; more than I 
think $25 billion ago. And we have won 
it sometimes on the floor only to see it 
reversed by one vote or by two votes. 
But, Mr. President, this really at this 
time in our history is madness. 

The biggest threat to this country 
right now is not from Russian ICBM’s 
and certainly not from Saddam Hus-
sein, who is no conceivable threat to 
the continental United States. Rather, 
the real threat to the United States is 
from this kind of spending, which 
would start a new cold war, which 
would hurt the economy of the United 
States and weaken this country. 

If you are really worried about nu-
clear weapons, I can tell you where the 
threat would come. It is from a ter-
rorist nuclear weapon which could be 
easily brought into the United States 
in a suitcase. 

Look, if they can smuggle bales of 
marijuana into this country easily, 
they can easily smuggle into this coun-
try a suitcase bomb which can be put 
into something the size of a briefcase. 
And so why are we spending billions of 
dollars, even going into space-based la-
sers? Do you know what it takes to 
drive a space-based laser? A nuclear 
bomb. That is what it takes; otherwise, 
they do not have enough power. 

That is what we are spending all this 
money for? What is the threat, Mr. 
President? It is absolute madness. It is 
what President Eisenhower warned 
against—the military industrial com-
plex—which gets this enthusiasm, gets 
it going; we have jobs out there in the 
economy. That is what this thing is 
about. It is not about defending the 
United States. 

We really ought to go further than 
the Dorgan amendment. We ought to 
do away with any thought of deploying 
any ballistic missile defense in the con-
tinental United States. Do some re-
search but do away with this deploy-
ment. It makes no sense today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Alabama. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I wish 
to speak for a few minutes about our 
ballistic missile defense program and 
the ABM Treaty with an eye toward 
dismantling several myths about our 
missile defense program and the scope 
of the ABM treaty. Unfortunately, 
many of the opponents of a deployable 
national missile defense system, in-
cluding the President, confuse the cen-
tral issues at hand in this debate 
through the perpetuation of two cen-
tral myths about national missile de-
fense. 

They maintain consistently that one, 
deploying a national missile defense 
system is a return to star wars and 
two, that such a deployment is an ab-
rogation of the ABM Treaty. Neither of 
these claims has any grounding in fact. 

First, the opponents of a deployable 
NMD system would have the Senate be-
lieve that in supporting NMD deploy-
ment we are committing ourselves to a 
long-term research program that would 
cost this Nation tens of billions of dol-
lars. 

In addition, they would have the Sen-
ate think that this system is a space- 
based system modeled along the lines 
of the star wars program of the 1980’s. 
The deployed NMD system called for in 
this bill is neither a distant techno-
logical dream, a space-based system, 
nor an overly expensive investment for 
the American taxpayer. This legisla-
tion calls for a deployable, multiple 
site, ground-based interceptor system 
by the year 2003. Let me repeat—a 
ground-based interceptor system. 

The current GBI configuration of a 
national missile defense system builds 
off our current advances in theater 
missile defense—advances that proceed 
from the concept of ground-based anti-
ballistic missiles. Such a system builds 
upon existing ground-based intercep-
tion technology—technology that is 
currently deployed or is being vali-
dated through successful flight tests. 

The only current limitation on rapid 
EKV development and deployment is 
the funding strangulation placed on 
our NMD program by the current ad-
ministration. The centerpiece of this 
system, the Exoatmospheric kill vehi-
cle or EKV, has been in development 
for 5 years and has demonstrated out-
standing technological progress and 
achievements. The EKV is a real piece 
of hardware designed to perform a mis-
sion that is well within our current 
intercept capabilities. As opposed to 
tens of billions dollars in outlays to de-
velop and deploy a ground-based NMD 
system, a deployable system will re-
quire a scant percentage of the funding 
provided for space-based research in 
1980’s. In fact, this year’s authorization 
and appropriations bill call for an in-
crease of only $300 million for national 
missile defense—an amount that is 
roughly a third of the cost of one de-
stroyer. The opponents of national mis-
sile defense also claim that the na-
tional missile defense provisions in 
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this authorization bill would violate 
the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty. 
While the ultimate goal of multiple 
site deployment of an NMD system will 
require modifications to the ABM 
Treaty, nothing in the range of the 
coming year’s research and develop-
ment efforts will in fact, violate the 
constraints of the treaty. Therefore, 
the committee has, wisely, asked only 
for a Senate study on the application 
and relevance of the ABM Treaty to 
the current missile defense needs of 
this country. The ABM Treaty is over 
two decades old. It is based upon a doc-
trine of deterrence commonly known 
as mutually assured destruction. While 
this doctrine was absolutely applicable 
to the realities of the cold war, it has 
little place in a nonbipolar world of 
rogue regimes and proliferating bal-
listic missile technology. Unfortu-
nately, the current administration con-
tinues to adhere not only to a belief 
that the parameters of the treaty re-
main valid in today’s world, but seem 
determined to apply unilateral inter-
pretations to the treaty that limit not 
only our national missile defense pro-
gram, but also our theater missile de-
fense systems—limitations beyond 
those expressly contained in the trea-
ty. Therefore, the committee has rec-
ommended a provision that would cod-
ify TMD speed and range standards for 
treaty compliance—standards derived 
from the administration’s own Novem-
ber 1993 proposal. Make no mistake, 
Mr. President, the global political situ-
ation and the nature of the ballistic 
missile threat has changed dramati-
cally from the time of the ABM Trea-
ty’s ratification. North Korea is near-
ing long-range ballistic missile capa-
bility. Just 2 months ago, the Chinese 
fired a truck-launched ICBM, dem-
onstrating just how easy it will be for 
rogue states to develop and launch 
ICBM’s on the cheap. Mr. President, 
the threat to the United States from 
long-range ballistic missiles from 
rogue regimes will exist by 2003, if such 
capabilities do not already exist. 

It is absurd and irresponsible to con-
tinue to deny our citizens protections 
from a real threat, especially if that 
protection can be provided for limited 
cost and is based upon technology 
which is near fruition. I strongly urge 
my colleagues to see through the 
myths regarding national missile de-
fense and resist any attempts to weak-
en the commitment of this act to de-
ploying an NMD system. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I yield 3 
minutes to the Senator from Ohio, Sen-
ator GLENN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak in favor of the amendment of-
fered by my colleague from North Da-
kota, Mr. DORGAN, to strike the $300 
million that was added to the bill by 
the majority of the Armed Services 
Committee for national missile defense 
[NMD]. 

The President had requested $371 mil-
lion for NMD—and the committee is 

proposing virtually to double that 
amount. 

I do not believe that sensitive na-
tional security and diplomatic issues 
should be allowed to sink into the un-
ruly pit of partisan politics. There have 
been appropriate lines drawn over the 
many years of this Republic by the var-
ious political parties, and I think most 
of us would have to agree that politics 
should stop at the water’s edge when it 
comes the most sensitive issues of our 
national defense and security. 

The language on national missile de-
fense in the bill and the committee re-
port, however, vaults over this line in a 
manner that infringes upon the con-
stitutional prerogatives of the Execu-
tive in foreign policy, drains our Treas-
ury, makes our country less secure, 
and ultimately increases international 
strategic instability. 

After having to listen to the litany of 
complaints by the current majority 
party about tax-and-spend members of 
my own party, I find it ironic to see 
the majority party has now embraced 
this same tax-and-spend doctrine as 
the Rosetta Stone of that party’s en-
tire approach to strategic defense. 

This is all the more ironic given that 
the Secretary of Defense, Mr. Perry— 
whose words can surely be taken as 
nonpartisan on this issue—has stated 
quite clearly that, ‘‘* * * a valid stra-
tegic missile threat has not emerged.’’ 
[Letter of Sen. Nunn, July 28, 1995] 
These words echo the sentiments of our 
intelligence community. Gen. James 
Clapper, the DIA Director, testified be-
fore the Armed Services Committee on 
January 17, 1995, that ‘‘* * * we see no 
interest in or capability, of any new 
country reaching the continental 
United States with a long range missile 
for at least the next decade.’’ 

The ABM Treaty authorizes its par-
ties to have a limited national missile 
defense capability, but the terms of the 
treaty are quite clear about what is 
permissible and what is not permis-
sible. The committee majority seems 
determined to plus-up those programs 
that will inevitably drive us out of that 
treaty—a result that they earnestly be-
lieve will serve the national security. 

Yet will it truly serve our security to 
spend a fortune to erect high-tech Ma-
ginot line defenses of dubious reli-
ability against nonexistent threats, 
while we continue to underfund efforts 
to address clear and present dangers? I 
am speaking particularly of the chal-
lenges we should be facing to prevent 
proliferation from occurring, as op-
posed to just trying to cope with it 
after it is a fact of life as the majority 
evidently prefers to do. Proponents of 
the current bill seem more eager to 
prevent Qadhafi from launching a bliz-
zard of nuclear-tipped ICBM’s at Chi-
cago than in keeping Qadhafi from ob-
taining the nuclear materials he will 
need to manufacture such warheads in 
the first place. Let me say, it would be 
a much more efficient use of our re-
sources to focus our efforts on the lat-
ter type of problem. By the way, if Qa-

dhafi finally gets enough of that mate-
rial, he will not need to—and probably 
will prefer not to—attach the United 
States using ballistic missiles. There 
are plenty of other ways to get the job 
done. 

Will it serve our security to place in 
jeopardy the progress that has been 
made in recent years in the START 
process to cut the size of the United 
States and Russian nuclear arsenals? If 
we march forward blindly into the fu-
ture and eventually abrogate the ABM 
Treaty, does anybody seriously believe 
that such an action will have no effect 
on Russia’s readiness to proceed with 
such cuts in its nuclear stockpile? 

Will it serve our security to drain 
some $48 billion out of our Treasury to 
build a national missile defense sys-
tem? That is what the Congressional 
Budget Office has estimated it will cost 
to build a complex that covered Grand 
Forks, ND, and five other States. To 
this we must add billions more for the-
ater missile defense—which these days 
is getting to look more and more like 
strategic missile defense. And the costs 
just keep adding up. We must not for-
get the long-term costs of operating 
and maintaining such facilities. The 
legacy we will leave to future genera-
tions from this investment will not be 
a more secure country, but a less se-
cure world, and a towering pile of budg-
etary IOU’s. 

Will it serve our security, in deploy-
ing an extensive national strategic 
missile defense network, to drive 
China, Britain, and France out of inter-
national negotiations aimed at further 
nuclear reductions? 

Will it serve our security to jeop-
ardize the Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
Treaty, which was just extended indefi-
nitely on the basis of solemn commit-
ments by the nuclear-weapon states 
both to conclude an early comprehen-
sive ban on all nuclear tests and new 
progress on nuclear arms control and 
disarmament? 

These are just some of my reasons for 
supporting the Dorgan amendment 
today. We are standing on a slippery 
slope leading to the demise of the ABM 
Treaty. The Dorgan amendment mere-
ly seeks to remove one large banana 
peel from that slope. I urge all my col-
leagues in joining me in endorsing his 
responsible proposal. 

In summary, Mr. President, the 
President requested $371 million for na-
tional missile defense. That was to do 
the basic research. And somehow we 
come along now and want to say we are 
going to double that amount; we are 
going to put another $300 million in 
here. And for what? I do not under-
stand the rationale of this whole thing 
except it seems to me we have reversed 
parties here almost. Tax and spend, tax 
and spend, tax and spend, that is what 
we have heard leveled at the Demo-
cratic Party all these years. Now, here 
we are with something that is not even 
needed and we are going to tax and 
spend, and now it is the Republican tax 
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and spend. I think that is a valid 
charge back at the Republicans on this. 

Tax and spend for what? The Sec-
retary of Defense says that a balanced 
strategic missile threat has not 
emerged. General Clapper, DIA direc-
tor, testified before the Armed Services 
Committee, and I quote him: 

We see no interest in or capability of any 
new country reaching the continental United 
States with a long-range missile for at least 
the next decade. 

At the same time we are going to en-
danger the ABM Treaty, which author-
izes its parties to have a limited na-
tional missile defense capability—lim-
ited. But the terms are quite clear 
about what is permissible and what is 
not permissible. 

I do not know why the majority is de-
termined to plus up these programs 
with something that will take a chance 
of eventually driving us out of that 
treaty. I think it is ridiculous. Will it 
really serve our security to place in 
jeopardy the progress that has been 
made in recent years in the START 
process to cut the size of the United 
States and Russian nuclear arsenals? If 
we march forward blindly into the fu-
ture and eventually abrogate the ABM 
Treaty, does anybody seriously believe 
such an action will have no effect on 
Russia’s readiness to proceed with such 
cuts in its nuclear stockpile? 

I just do not see how it is going to 
serve our security to drain $48 billion— 
$48 billion—out of our Treasury to 
build a national missile defense system 
that is not needed. And that is not my 
figure. That is what the Congressional 
Budget Office estimated it will cost to 
build a complex that covers Grand 
Forks, ND, and five other States. That 
is $48 billion, and it does not even cover 
the whole country. That does not even 
cover the theater missile defense, 
which I support. 

I think it moves in the wrong direc-
tion. I do not see that it serves our se-
curity in deploying an expensive na-
tional missile defense network to drive 
China, Britain, and France out of the 
international negotiations aimed at 
further nuclear reductions. 

I am not sure either exactly what 
kind of system this is. Is this to be an 
SDI system? The President provided re-
search, and yet we do not know what 
this system is. At best, it is going to be 
a $48 billion operation just to cover five 
States. It literally makes no sense 
whatsoever to take a chance of driving 
us out of the ABM Treaty when we 
have no international intercontinental 
missile defense necessity for this coun-
try at this time. 

Let us do the research the President 
wanted. Let us continue on down the 
road with that research, which I favor, 
voted for it, support fully, and if we see 
a threat developing, we will have time 
to go to what this provides pre-
maturely. 

I know my time has expired. I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

DEWINE). Who yields time? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, three 
quick rebuttals. First, to my distin-
guished colleague from Ohio where he 
quotes General Clapper. There are two 
fallacies in that argument I say. One, 
it is predicated on a startup within a 
country to build it all the way up. But 
there are open bids on the free market 
in this world today from many coun-
tries, primarily Iran, Iraq, and others, 
that would buy a Chinese system which 
could hit the United States within that 
lesser period than 10 years. Also, it will 
take us 10 years to build the very sys-
tem we are debating here at this point 
in time. So there is a convergence, Mr. 
President, in time and need for this 
system. 

Shifting to another argument from 
the distinguished Senator from Lou-
isiana, who said it is madness. Well, let 
me tell you, Mr. President, a little 
story of madness. The distinguished 
Senator from Georgia; myself; the dis-
tinguished Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
INOUYE]; and the distinguished Senator 
from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS] were in Tel 
Aviv on February 18, 1991. I remember 
it very well. It happened, coinciden-
tally, to have been my birthday. We 
were there in the Defense Ministry 
when a Scud alert was sounded and in 
a very calm way we participated with 
the others in putting on our gas masks. 
The Scud fell some 2 or 3 miles away. 
We were not in danger. 

May I say to my colleagues, when we 
went out the next morning to visit the 
community that was struck and to 
talk to the people, that was madness. 
That was madness, to see in their faces 
the attack by Saddam Hussein for no 
military reason whatsoever, strictly to 
use that type of weapon as a terrorist 
weapon, a single strike. Coincidentally, 
it was the last to fall on Tel Aviv. 

And I say, Mr. President, that same 
problem could happen, a single one as a 
terrorist weapon to fall on this coun-
try, and we have an obligation to the 
people of this country to invest this 
comparatively small, modest sum to 
ensure against that. 

Mr. NUNN. Would the Senator yield 
for a brief observation? 

I remember that evening very well. 
And I do not want to say this with 
much humor. There is not much hu-
morous about anything regarding a 
Scud missile attack. The Senator said 
we were not in danger. If the Senator 
would amend that by saying we were 
not in danger because the target was 
where we were, the Ministry of De-
fense, and the Scud missiles are notori-
ously inaccurate. So we were probably 
in a safe place. But the target was the 
Ministry of Defense, we found out. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ac-
knowledge that. I recall, if we want to 
close off on a note of humor, the distin-
guished Senator from Georgia said to 
me, ‘‘Saddam Hussein just sent you a 
birthday present.’’ 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. DORGAN. How much time do I 

have left? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seven 

minutes, thirty seconds. The Senator 
from South Carolina has 2 minutes. 

Mr. DORGAN. I yield 1 additional 
minute to the Senator from Ohio. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio. 

Mr. GLENN. I want to respond very 
briefly to my distinguished friend from 
Virginia. He is talking about theater 
missile defense. I am all for theater 
missile defense. 

What we are talking about here is 
starting down a track that if we go this 
route and violate the ABM Treaty, we 
have got the Russians at that point of 
probably putting the coordinates back 
into their missiles or ICBM’s. We have 
plenty of time, according to the people 
that do the estimates on these things, 
for Qadhafi and people like that before 
they develop true intercontinental ca-
pability. I am all for the theater mis-
sile defense that would have taken care 
of the situation that he is talking 
about that he was in. But I think when 
we go down this track of taking a 
chance of knocking out the ABM Trea-
ty, which this does, if we go ahead with 
this whole process, then I think we 
just—the greatest likelihood is we are 
going to encourage the former Soviets, 
the Russians, to go back on the track 
of missile activation again. I see that 
as a real threat. That is an active 
threat. And I think this is folly to go 
down that course. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator’s time has expired. 
Who yields time? 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
Senator from Oklahoma. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. I will make this real 
quick. 

After my remarks, the Senator from 
North Dakota made a couple of com-
ments. Let me respond to him. First of 
all, he said we do not have any cruise 
missile defense in this bill. That is a 
greater threat. Let me suggest to you 
if you read page 119, we have $140 mil-
lion in here for cruise missile defense. 
And I hope that no one believes that we 
think that the missile threat is the 
only threat to America. There are 
many other threats that are being ad-
dressed. 

Now, the other thing is that the two 
Senators from Wisconsin and North 
Dakota know very well that the de-
fense budget is not causing the deficit. 
We always hear about from the big 
spenders over there, ‘‘Well, we’ve got 
to do something about defense.’’ The 
last 11 years our defense budget has de-
clined. And for that period of time for 
every $1 of defense cuts, we have had $2 
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of increase in domestic spending. To be 
specific, in using 1995 dollars, in fiscal 
year 1985 the defense budget was $402 
billion. Today we are considering one 
that is $265 billion. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. the Sen-

ator’s time has expired. 
Who yields time? 
Mr. NUNN. Will the Senator yield me 

1 minute? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia. 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, the way I 

see this, I do not intend to vote for this 
amendment. I believe the money that 
is added here, the $300 million, which 
puts this budget back on national mis-
sile defense, about where it was when 
President Bush left office, I think the 
money is consistent with a limited thin 
defense but an effective defense against 
limited attack against accidental 
launch or against third countries that 
may develop a limited capability 
against the United States. What is in-
consistent with that is the language in 
this bill which will be the subject for 
the next amendment which puts us in a 
position of anticipatory breach of the 
ABM Treaty, will be read like that in 
Russia, with no reason to be in breach 
because we do not have any programs 
in the next fiscal year that would in 
any way contravene that treaty. So we 
are going to be paying a huge price for 
nothing because of the language in this 
bill. So I will not favor the money 
striking because the money is needed. 

I will favor though the amendments 
that will try to correct this language. 
If this language goes forward as it is, 
we are going to pay a big price, prob-
ably not only in the failure of ratifica-
tion of START II but also in the Rus-
sians not complying or continuing to 
comply with START I. So we are buy-
ing ourselves perhaps 6,000 or 8,000 war-
heads pointed at America by the lan-
guage in this bill. And I hope people 
recognize that when we get to the next 
amendment. But I do not believe the 
answer is to strike the money which 
everybody agrees at some point we are 
going to need some kind of limited de-
fense. The administration agrees with 
that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
is expired. 

Mr. NUNN. Could I get another 
minute? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina does not have 
any time. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. DORGAN. I yield 30 seconds to 

the Senator from Nebraska. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator is recognized. 
Mr. EXON. I thank the Senator from 

North Dakota. 
Mr. President, I rise in support of 

Senator DORGAN’s amendment to elimi-
nate the Armed Services Committee 
add-on of $300 million for the national 
missile defense system. If I am not al-

ready listed, I ask unanimous consent 
that I be added as a cosponsor. 

The committee funded increase of 
$300 million is an initial downpayment 
on what the committee majority adver-
tises as a multisite, multilayered mis-
sile defense system designed to protect 
against a large and sophisticated mis-
sile attack. The missile defense lan-
guage in the authorization bill makes 
clear that the system desired is one 
that will violate the ABM Treaty and 
intercept a Soviet-type missile attack. 
The $300 million plus-up in the bill is 
the first installment of a bill that 
could grow to a staggering $48 billion 
cost according to a March 1995, CBO re-
port. This $48 billion is in addition to 
the $35 billion we have already spent on 
missile defense. Let no one misunder-
stand the significance of this vote. This 
is the first of many expensive install-
ments to resurrect the Star Wars con-
cept. 

This vote is on a question of prior-
ities. At a time when we are signifi-
cantly slashing domestic spending and 
making tough, painful budgetary 
choices, it would be irresponsible to 
add $300 million into a system concept 
designed to defend against a threat 
that does not exist today and will not 
exist by the operational deployment 
date of 1999. 

I believe we should send a powerful 
signal to the American public by ap-
proving the Dorgan amendment and 
putting the Senate on record that the 
domestic welfare of our citizens will 
not be sacrificed on the gold plated 
alter of star wars. This vote is on a 
question of priorities. We can ill-afford 
to shrug our shoulders and say ‘‘what 
is $300 million’’ at a time when we are 
asking all Americans to tighten their 
belts. As I said earlier, a vote for this 
$300 million installment is only part of 
a lengthy payment plan that will even-
tually drain our treasury by another 
$40 to $50 billion. To buy into such a 
payment plan would be the height of 
fiscal folly. I urge my colleagues to 
support the Dorgan amendment. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I rise 

today in strong opposition to this 
amendment which would severely re-
duce the funding needed to develop 
missile defenses. In light of our experi-
ences in the Persian Gulf war, and the 
advanced weapon development pro-
grams of hostile countries such as 
Korea, this amendment should be 
soundly rejected by the Senate. 

The dangers of leaving our own coun-
try unprotected cannot be ignored. 
Perhaps some Senators have forgotten 
that we had a demonstration of the 
dangers of a ballistic missile attack 
just a few years ago. The picture of an 
unprotected Israel being hit by Scud 
missiles chilled the hearts of all Amer-
icans, but that incident would pale in 
comparison to the consequences of a 
nuclear missile strike. It was reported 
in the news a year ago that the North 
Koreans vowed to launch missiles at 
Tokyo should armed conflict occur 

with South Korea. While their capa-
bility to launch such an attack is ques-
tionable, the threat cannot be ignored. 

It is my understanding that in reac-
tion to this, Japan has approached the 
Department of Defense to discuss the 
purchase of our THAAD missile sys-
tem. Unfortunately, THAAD will not 
be ready for deployment until the turn 
of the century. I am sure that if Japan 
could have anticipated the threat they 
now face, they would have invested in 
some type of missile defense system 
much sooner. As it is, Japan will be 
vulnerable to North Korean blackmail 
for years to come. They can only hope 
that North Korea never carries out its 
threat. 

Mr. President, we cannot allow the 
United States to be put in such a vul-
nerable position. I firmly believe, how-
ever, that the present crisis with North 
Korea clearly demonstrates that need 
to continue the development of a na-
tional missile defense system. The cost 
of being unprepared to defend ourselves 
is too great to be ignored. 

I encourage my colleagues to join me 
in defeating this unwise amendment. 

Mr. DORGAN. I yield the remaining 
time to myself. 

Mr. President, this has been a most 
unusual debate. I see a couple in this 
chamber who are parents who have no 
doubt read their children the 
Berenstain Bears books. One of the 
Berenstain Bear books talks about the 
‘‘give me’s.’’ Talks about ‘‘give me, 
give me, give me, give me this, give me 
that, give me this.’’ You know, it is in-
teresting to me as I read to my chil-
dren and describe the Berenstain Bears 
books about ‘‘give me,’’ it reminds me 
a bit of the folks who come to this 
floor with every conceivable project, 
every conceivable program in national 
defense that is proposed by someone 
and says—they say, ‘‘We have got to 
build this. We have got to fund it. In 
fact, we cannot wait. We have got to do 
it right now.’’ 

I asked the question an hour and a 
half ago, where are you going to get 
the money? Where is the money? The 
Congressional Budget Office says this 
will cost $48 billion. I ask, where is the 
money? Are you going to charge it? 
Are you going to tax people for it? 
Where are you going to get the money? 
I have not heard one response in an 
hour and a half. And I know why, be-
cause they do not have the foggiest no-
tion where they are going to get the 
money. They just have an appetite to 
spend it and build this program. 

Let me end where I began. This is 
$300 million the Secretary of Defense 
says he does not want, and we do not 
need, that folks who say they are op-
posed to the Federal deficit are now in-
sisting we spend. To describe this as 
pork is to give hogs a bad name. At 
least hogs carry around a little meat. 
This is in my judgment pure lard to 
pay for a program this country does 
not need and cannot afford. 

Now let me respond to a couple of the 
things that have been said. During this 
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debate it has been said that this na-
tional defense program does not violate 
the ABM Treaty. Supposedly, this does 
not violate the ABM Treaty. How can 
anyone possibly say that? Of course it 
violates the ABM Treaty. To under-
stand that is only to be able to read. 
This bill calls for many sites. The ABM 
Treaty only allows one. This bill calls 
for more than 100 interceptors. The 
ABM Treaty limits this Nation to less 
than 100 interceptors. This bill on page 
59 calls for weapons in space. The ABM 
Treaty forbids weapons in space. Of 
course this bill violates the ABM Trea-
ty. Let us not debate this issue with 
that kind of representation. 

This leaves us vulnerable, one speak-
er said. That what folks want to do is 
defend France and Israel and leave us 
vulnerable. There is $371 million in this 
bill for ballistic missile defense. I am 
not touching that. 

Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Carolina. 
Mr. THURMOND. Has the time ex-

pired on both sides? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has no time left. 
The Senator from North Dakota has 2 

minutes, 45 seconds. The Senator from 
South Carolina has no time left. 

The Senator from North Dakota. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, we are 

told by some speakers that our inten-
tion is to leave American cities vulner-
able while at the same time we defend 
Israel and France and Egypt and oth-
ers. 

Total nonsense. There is $371 million 
in this bill for a ballistic missile de-
fense system. All we want to do is take 
out the extra $300 million that was 
added that the Secretary of Defense 
says he does not want and that we do 
not need. That is all we are trying to 
do. 

I do not need to hear from folks 
about the threat to this country. North 
Dakota has been ground zero for 40 
years. If we seceded from the Union, we 
would be the third most powerful coun-
try in the world—300 intercontinental 
ballistic missiles with Mark-12 war-
heads, a B–52 base, we had a B–1 base. 
We understand about ground zero. 
They built an ABM system in North 
Dakota, in fact, the only site in the 
free world. Spent billions. Within 30 
days after it was declared operational, 
it was mothballed. Tell that to the tax-
payers. 

We understand about missiles and 
bombers and national defense, and we 
understand about ground zero. But we 
also understand about Government 
waste. We understand it when people 
say we cannot afford to send kids to 
school; we are going to make it harder 
for parents to send their kids to col-
lege; we cannot afford money for the 
elderly for health care; we simply can-
not afford money for nutrition pro-
grams; we have to tighten our belts. 

And then the same folks say that it 
is our priority to add money to a sys-
tem that the administration does not 

need. The Senator from Louisiana said 
this is madness. He is absolutely cor-
rect. This makes no sense at all. We 
ought to decide as a Senate what our 
priorities are. The Senator from Ohio, 
a decorated combat veteran in service 
to this country, stood up and said it 
the way that it is. Let us build things 
that are necessary for the defense of 
this country. 

I am for a strong defense, but I am 
not for wasting the taxpayers money 
on boondoggles that we do not need 
and boondoggles that will not work. 
Let us decide for a change that we 
mean what we say when we talk about 
reducing the Federal budget deficit. 
Let us decide we cannot at this point 
embark on a new venture, to spend $48 
billion on a ballistic missile program, a 
national defense missile system—yes, 
Star Wars, because part of it will be 
based in space—at a time when we are 
up to our neck in $5 trillion of debt, 
and when this year we will run a $170 
billion deficit. 

If we have some courage and common 
sense in this body, we will, in this case, 
say, ‘‘You can’t add $300 million for 
something this country doesn’t need 
and for something the Secretary of De-
fense doesn’t want. To do so makes no 
sense.’’ 

That is the ultimate threat to this 
country: That debt, this deficit, this 
kind of mindless spending. That is the 
threat to America, and let us decide to 
stand up and finally stop it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator’s time has expired. All time has 
now expired. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
move to table the amendment and ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to lay on the table amendment No. 
2087. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Colorado [Mr. CAMPBELL], is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
THOMAS). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 51, 
nays 48, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 354 Leg.] 

YEAS—51 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 

Faircloth 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lieberman 
Lott 

Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 

Specter 
Stevens 

Thomas 
Thompson 

Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—48 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hatfield 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 

Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—1 

Campbell 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 2087) was agreed to. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. SMITH. I move to table the mo-
tion. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, in a mo-
ment I will send an amendment to the 
desk which would strike language from 
the bill which violates the ABM Trea-
ty, which establishes unilateral inter-
pretation of the ABM Treaty, and 
which also would tie the President’s 
hands in even discussing the ABM 
Treaty with the Russians. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent, however, that I now be allowed to 
yield the floor to Senator EXON for 10 
minutes, and then to Senator BAUCUS 
for 5 minutes, without losing my right 
to the floor. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Reserving the right to 
object, and I will not object, may I ask 
the Senator from Michigan, as part of 
that, will he agree to a time agreement 
on his amendment? 

Mr. LEVIN. We are trying to see how 
much time will be required by various 
speakers. We are trying to put that to-
gether right now. We are working on 
that. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Also, reserving the 
right to object, following your amend-
ment, there will be no more amend-
ments on this issue? 

Mr. LEVIN. I cannot say that; I do 
not know that. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Again, reserving the 
right to object, I remind the Senator 
from Michigan, we have now been on 
this single issue for all intents and pur-
poses for 2 days. 

At this point, we will have thor-
oughly ventilated the ballistic missile 
defense issue, and at some point we 
should acquire a list of proposed 
amendments and be prepared to move 
forward. I hope it is possible we could 
start reaching some time agreements. 

The issue is a very important issue. I 
understand. It is critical. At some 
point, I think we should move on to 
other issues. There are other Members 
who plan on proposing amendments. I 
hope we can move forward. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I want 
to make an objection. Reserving the 
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right to object, can I inquire of the 
Senator whether or not, given the 
somewhat unusual procedure of asking 
two Senators be allowed to speak—you 
now holding the floor—would the Sen-
ator include in his request that those 
desiring to speak will not offer amend-
ments? 

Mr. LEVIN. I will be happy to do 
that. It is not my understanding they 
want to offer amendments. 

I will modify my amendment. But I 
also will modify my UC in another 
way. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, is it in 
order for a quorum to be called at this 
point? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I am 
sorry, I did not hear you. 

Mr. LEVIN. Is it in order for a 
quorum call? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No, it is 
not. The Senator from Michigan has 
the floor. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I object to the unani-
mous-consent request of the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan has the floor. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the most 
dangerous portion of this bill, in my 
view, is its head-on assault on the 
Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty. This is 
not a subtle issue. This is not an issue 
of interpretation. That is a frontal, 
head-on assault which says that it is 
now going to be the policy of the 
United States—— 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, could 
we have order in the Senate? The Sen-
ator is making a very important 
speech. He is entitled to be heard. 

I make the point of order the Senate 
is not in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. The Senate is not in 
order. Will we remove the conversa-
tions, please, from the floor? Will we 
remove the conversation over here on 
my left from the floor, please? The 
Senator may proceed. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the lan-
guage we are going to analyze, that is 
in this bill, directly confronts the ABM 
Treaty and says it is the policy of the 
United States—and these are the words 
of the bill—no longer to abide by the 
ABM Treaty. 

It does it in a number of ways 
throughout this bill, but the way in 
which it does it first is by simply stat-
ing, in section 233, that ‘‘It is the pol-
icy of the United States to deploy a 
multiple site national missile defense 
system.’’ It goes on beyond that in sec-
tion 233, but that is a very clear state-
ment of what the intention and what 
the effect is, of this bill. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Will the Senator from 
Michigan yield for one second? 

Mr. LEVIN. I will be happy to. 
Mr. MCCAIN. I will be glad to with-

draw my objection to the unanimous- 
consent request of the Senator from 
Nebraska to speak for 10 minutes. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank my friend from 
Arizona. While we were going back to 

the unanimous consent, I would like to 
modify my UC in another way. This re-
lates to the question of how many 
amendments will there be on this sub-
ject. 

It was my intention originally to 
offer three different amendments strik-
ing the bill in three different places. I 
believe there has been some discussion 
between the ranking member and the 
chairman on this subject. I am not 
positive. But my amendment strikes 
language in three separate places and, 
rather than having three amendments 
striking three different places, since 
the issue is generally the same, I would 
modify my unanimous-consent request 
to make it in order that the amend-
ment that I send to the desk strike 
three different provisions. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Will the Senator work 
on a time agreement for that amend-
ment? 

Mr. LEVIN. We are working. 
Mr. THURMOND. As I understand it, 

the Senator has one amendment; is 
that correct? 

Mr. LEVIN. I have one amendment 
touching the bill in three different 
places rather than having three amend-
ments. This is the only amendment on 
ABM that this Senator has. But there 
are other Senators who may have other 
amendments. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I thank the Senator 
from Michigan. 

If he wants to proceed with his unan-
imous-consent request, I will not ob-
ject. 

Mr. LEVIN. As modified? 
Mr. MCCAIN. As modified. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, par-

liamentary inquiry. Is it necessary, 
when a unanimous-consent request is 
made, is it necessary for a Senator to 
reserve the right to object to get the 
floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. When a 
unanimous-consent request is made, 
the Senator making the request retains 
the floor. Others may ask for a right to 
reserve the right to object at the suf-
ferance of the Senator having the floor. 

Mr. BUMPERS. But is it necessary 
for a Senator to be recognized? When a 
request is made for a unanimous-con-
sent agreement, is it necessary for the 
Senator to say ‘‘I reserve the right to 
object’’ in order to state whatever he 
wishes to state or she wishes to state? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
the appropriate process to proceed. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, my 
question is, is it necessary? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is ap-
propriate. 

Mr. BUMPERS. But it is not nec-
essary, is it? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair says it is an appropriate process. 

Is there objection now to the UC? 
If there is confusion here, will the 

Senator restate his unanimous-consent 
request, please? 

Mr. LEVIN. I am not sure the confu-
sion relates to my unanimous-consent 

request. I will be happy to restate my 
unanimous-consent request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If you 
would. 

Mr. LEVIN. That is, I now be allowed 
to yield the floor for 10 minutes to the 
Senator from Nebraska. Following his 
10-minute remarks, without offering an 
amendment, that the Senator from 
Montana be recognized for 5 minutes, 
and that he is not intending to offer an 
amendment. And that, then, I retain 
my right to the floor. 

It is now part of the modified UC 
that it be in order in the amendment, 
which I will send to the desk, that it 
touch the bill in three places. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Nebraska is recog-
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I thank the 
Chair and I thank my friend from 
Michigan, Senator LOTT, and others for 
their cooperation. I would simply say, 
we have just gone through an exercise 
in futility, although finally successful. 
Had the Senator allowed me to pro-
ceed, I would have been almost through 
with my statement at this time. But at 
least I appreciate the consideration 
that has been offered by both sides. 

There has been some criticism about 
the possibility of redundancy with re-
gard to this authorization bill, particu-
larly with regard to ballistic missile 
defenses. I simply say, this is the time 
to pause, this is the time to reflect, 
this is the time, if you will, to take 
some time. Because what we are about, 
in this authorization bill, is going to 
have long-range, possibly serious im-
plications, in the view of this Senator, 
who has worked on these matters for a 
long, long time. 

Later in the day, I believe, probably 
my colleague from Arkansas, Senator 
BUMPERS, will be addressing some of 
the issues that I will be addressing 
now, and he will probably be ref-
erencing a statement that came out of 
Moscow today with regard to what the 
Russians are doing and not doing and 
thinking as we proceed in this area. 

Certainly, the policies regarding the 
national security interests of the 
United States should not be dictated 
by Moscow. But certainly, since we are 
talking about the possible violation if 
not the outright violation of treaties 
that we are a party to and a part of, we 
are talking about serious business 
here. And whatever redundancy is nec-
essary to get that message across 
should be the order of the day. 

Mr. President, I rise to offer my 
thoughts on the fiscal year 1996 Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act. 
Rarely in my 17 years in the U.S. Sen-
ate have I come to the floor to take 
issue with a Defense authorization bill 
reported out of the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee. As a member of the 
committee, I have usually been satis-
fied that the reported bill was the prod-
uct of a bipartisan effort to further ad-
vance our national security objectives. 
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To my dismay, the content and philos-
ophy embodied in this year’s bill is a 
significant departure from those of pre-
vious years. Crafted with little bipar-
tisan consultation, the bill reported 
out of the committee represents a re-
grettable and potentially harmful U- 
turn in our national security policy 
that will, unless corrected, return the 
United States to the confrontational 
cold war policies of the 1980’s that pre-
dated the fall of the Soviet Empire. 

While much in the committee bill is 
laudable and will greatly enhance the 
readiness and capabilities of our Armed 
Services, I am fearful that these con-
structive elements of the authorization 
bill will be offset by misguided efforts 
to defend against threats that do not 
exist and hostile attempts to scuttle 
international agreements intended to 
enhance our security through peaceful 
means. As originally drafted—I empha-
size ‘‘originally drafted’’—in the Armed 
Services Committee, this bill at-
tempted to: abolish the Department of 
Energy; gut the cooperative threat re-
duction program responsible for the re-
moval of thousands of Russian nuclear 
warheads from their missiles; prevent 
the administration from carrying out a 
number of important nuclear non-pro-
liferation agreements relative to North 
Korea and the former Soviet Union, 
and purchase unwanted B–2 bombers at 
a potential cost totaling tens of bil-
lions of dollars. 

While the majority of the Armed 
Services Committee was successful in 
overturning these and other aston-
ishing hardline recommendations, 
many provisions remain in the re-
ported bill that will return us to the 
cold war mentality of yesteryear. 
Among the most objectionable of these 
reversals are bill provisions that: advo-
cate violation of the antiballistic mis-
sile treaty; as has been briefly ad-
dressed and will be addressed more so 
by the Senator from Michigan on an 
amendment that I am a cosponsor of. 

Add over $500 million in star wars 
missile defense funding; endanger rati-
fication of the Start II Treaty, and res-
urrect at least two battleships. 

Let me repeat that because this is an 
old battle that this Senator has carried 
on against unneeded, unwanted, and 
useless battleships. 

It resurrects at least two battleships 
at a cost of nearly a $0.5 million a year 
with untold future modernization and 
operations costs; and, mandates the re-
sumption of nuclear weapons testing. 

These are just a few of the things 
that I think are terribly wrong with 
this bill. 

The defense authorization bill is rife 
with legislative initiatives and reshuf-
fled spending priorities intent on re-
kindling an arms bazaar that will have 
both domestic and international reper-
cussions. The bill includes $7 billion— 
let more repeat that this bill includes 
$7 billion—in additional spending above 
the administration’s request, a large 
majority of which has been siphoned 
off for the purchase of ships, planes, 

trucks, and other weapons not re-
quested by the Pentagon. The so-called 
readiness debate we used to hear so 
much about is dead after only a year. 
The real winners in the committee re-
ported bill are the defense contractors 
who stand to receive billions of dollars 
in unexpected weapons buys. 

While our domestic spending ac-
counts are being squeezed tighter and 
tighter—and while the polls are show-
ing very clearly that with all the hoop-
la the standing in the public with the 
newly created Congress is going down 
and down. The people are catching on. 

So I emphasize again, Mr. President, 
while our domestic accounts are being 
squeezed tighter and tighter, this bill 
contains a Christmas list or unex-
pected gifts for home State contractors 
that carry staggering price tags: $770 
million more for missile defense con-
tracts; a $650 million downpayment for 
two more DDG–51 destroyers; $1.3 bil-
lion for the unrequested LHD–7 assault 
ship; 12 more F–18’s than asked for and 
the list goes on. Add in to this mix a 
committee initiative establishing a 
loan guarantee program for defense 
contractors to export their weapons 
overseas and you can understand why 
defense contractors throughout the 
country are popping champagne corks: 
Christmas has indeed come early. 

But the bill to the taxpayer is not 
complete at the committee passed au-
thorization of $264.7 billion. There is a 
built-in cost overrun. In the rush to 
fund these and other unrequested 
multibillion dollar weapons, the com-
mittee majority did not fund the an-
ticipated expenses for ongoing Depart-
ment of Defense operations in Iraq and 
Bosnia. This outstanding bill, the cost 
of which will in the mean time come 
out of Pentagon operation accounts, 
will come due next year and I warn my 
colleagues to not be surprised when 
this $1.2 billion expense is funded in 
part by more domestic spending cuts. 
Ironically, this built-in cost overrun is 
nearly identical to the cost of the 
LHD–7 add-on. I would hope that the 
Senate will reconsider this issue during 
floor debate and decide to place the op-
erations funding of our troops in the 
field overseas above the cost of build-
ing an unneeded naval vessel. 

While the funding priorities in this 
bill are questionable to say the least, 
there should be no doubt as to the de-
sign and effect of the bill on arms con-
trol and international relations. The 
defense authorization bill before the 
Senate takes aim at scuttling the ABM 
Treaty by requiring that the United 
States break out of the treaty and de-
ploy a multiple site national missile 
defense system by 2003. Caught in the 
cross hairs of the committee’s aim is 
the START II Treaty as well. Although 
this arms control agreement is a good 
deal for the United States as well as 
global security, the defense authoriza-
tion bill does its best to see that it is 
killed in the cradle. That is precisely 
what will happen if the bill provision 
to break out of the ABM Treaty is ap-

proved. Ratification of START II will 
be blocked by the Russian Duma and 
the new alliance between our two coun-
tries will, in turn, be irreparably dam-
aged, thrown into a resumption of the 
cold war, and still higher defense budg-
ets. The bill is filled with jabs at Mos-
cow designed to create distrust toward 
the United States and harm our new al-
liance. As if breaking out of the ABM 
Treaty and derailing START II Treaty 
ratification is not enough, the bill adds 
$30 million for a new antisatellite 
weapons program, it attacks and limits 
the Nunn-Lugar program that has been 
responsible for the safe and account-
able disarming of over 2,500 former So-
viet nuclear warheads, it cuts Energy 
Department nonproliferation, arms 
control, and verification funding, it 
recommends reconstituting our nuclear 
weapons manufacturing complex at un-
told billions of dollars while at the 
same time advocating the resumption 
of U.S. nuclear weapons testing. This 
last committee initiative is contrary 
to U.S. policy and is designed to scut-
tle ongoing comprehensive test ban ne-
gotiations and any prospect of reaching 
a treaty agreement. I will have a great 
deal more to say about the issue of nu-
clear testing later on during the con-
sideration of this bill. 

In summary, I am concerned with the 
tone and substance of the bill. The 
level of micromanagement placed on 
the Pentagon and the Department of 
Energy is unprecedented and harmful 
to our Nation’s standing in the inter-
national community. Many of the com-
mittee initiatives are driven by a de-
sire to defend against a superpower 
threat to U.S. security that simply 
does not exist. At a time when our one- 
time enemies are now allies and the 
world community is committed more 
than ever before to the peaceful resolu-
tion of conflicts, the committee bill is 
at odds with reality and in strong need 
of amendment before it can properly 
serve our Nation’s security interests. 

At a time when American leadership 
in the world community is strongly 
needed, we cannot be viewed as a na-
tion living in the past, jousting with 
imaginary dragons in order to lay 
claim to the mantle of being ‘‘strong 
on defense.’’ We are a strong country, 
the preeminent military power in the 
world by far. But we must also be for-
ward looking and recognize that it is in 
our national interest as well as in the 
interest of other nations to encourage 
arms control and alliances based on 
collective security. It is unfortunate 
that some feel more comfortable in an 
adversarial environment than in one 
based on cooperation and a lowering of 
superpower antagonism. 

Like a beehive, the world in 1995 has 
the capacity to be both dangerous and 
peaceful. If handled properly, the hive 
can be benign and capable of producing 
sweet honey. If agitated, however, it 
can become hostile and threatening. 
The defense authorization bill in its 
present form is a sharp stick ready to 
be jabbed into the hive. The design and 
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intent of the bill is to agitate the world 
community to the ultimate detriment 
of ourselves. This is not the time in 
history to rekindle the rhetoric of the 
cold war. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port amendments that will correct 
these and other self-defeating elements 
of this flawed legislation. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana has 5 minutes. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-

dent. 
VIETNAM MOVING WALL OPENING CEREMONY 
Mr. President, this morning, the 

Vietnam Moving Wall—the portable 
replica of the Vietnam War Memorial— 
came to Bozeman, MT. I would like to 
offer my thanks and congratulations to 
retired Col. Ron Glock and Jim Caird 
for their hard work in making it all 
happen, and say a few words in honor of 
this solemn occasion. 

Walls generally divide people. But 
this wall unites us. It unites us, as 
Montanans and Americans, in rev-
erence and gratitude to the Americans 
who gave their lives in Vietnam. 

The Vietnam War Memorial allows 
people to touch the names of their 
friends and their relatives, and remem-
ber those individuals who touched our 
lives so deeply. And the Moving Wall, 
as it travels our country, allows each 
of us to honor their lives and their 
gifts, and remember the lessons of his-
tory. 

The young people who were born 
after the war—many of them now en-
tering adulthood—have a chance to ex-
perience and understand the magnitude 
of a war where we lost over 50,000 
Americans. 

The families and comrades in arms 
see their brothers, fathers, and friends 
given the honor which is their due. 

And we all learn again the lesson of 
the cost of war. 

So today we come together to honor 
and remember all those we lost in Viet-
nam, and in particular those who went 
off to war from Bozeman and Montana 
State and whose names we can read on 
the Wall today: 

David Jay Allison, Jack Herbert An-
derson, Alan Frederick Ashall, Richard 
DeWyatt Clark, Air Force Capt. 
Charles Glendon Dudley, whose mother 
is present at the opening ceremony this 
morning, Glenn Charles Fish, James 
Francis Fuhrman, Raymond LeRoy 
Gallagher, Edward Joseph Hagl, Hal 
Kent Henderson, James D. Hunt, Lyle 
Albert Johnson, Ronald George Jordet, 
Patrick Joseph Magee, Ronald John 
Moe, Stephen Stanford Oviatt, Duane 
Kenneth Peterson, Jimmy Dee Pickle, 
Dean Andrew Pogreba, Alexander Pom-
eroy, Roger Paul Richardson, Anton 
John Schonbrich, Donald William 
Seidel, Larry Max Smith, Jerry Wayne 
Snyder, Arthur Lee Stockberger, 
Johnnie Bowen West- ervelt, Robert 
Vincent Willett, Jr., and Alvy Eugene 
Wood. 

May the Lord bless them and grant 
them eternal peace. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from Michigan retains 
the floor. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, this bill is a head-on 

assault on the ABM Treaty. There is 
nothing subtle about it. Unlike our ex-
isting policy which permits us to con-
sider whether or not we wish to with-
draw from the treaty at the appro-
priate time, if and when there is a 
threat and after we have done the re-
search and development to see how 
much it would cost to put up a na-
tional defense and after we have gath-
ered together the information that we 
need and the impacts that we need in 
order to make that decision on a rea-
sonable basis, this bill decides now that 
it is the policy of the United States to 
pull out of the ABM Treaty. It makes 
no bones about it. The language of sec-
tion 233 says: 

It is the policy of the United States to de-
ploy a multiple-site national missile defense 
system. 

That is a clear breach of the ABM 
Treaty. Article III of the ABM Treaty 
says: 

Each party undertakes not to deploy ABM 
systems at more than one site. 

The ABM Treaty has permitted us to 
do a number of things. First, it is per-
mitting arms reduction in offensive 
weapons. Without the ABM Treaty, the 
Russians are not going to be reducing 
their offensive weapons, as they have 
agreed to in START I and we hope they 
will ratify in START II. That process is 
going to be ended because if they are 
going to be facing missile defenses, 
they are going to be increasing the 
number of offensive weapons rather 
than decreasing the number of offen-
sive weapons. 

They have told us that. So the ABM 
Treaty has allowed us to do the most 
important single thing we are probably 
doing right now in the nuclear stra-
tegic world, which is to reduce the 
number of offensive nuclear weapons. 

The ABM Treaty has also allowed us 
to avoid a defensive arms race, where a 
defense is installed and there is a coun-
termeasure to the defense, and then 
there is a counter-countermeasure to 
the defense, and then there is a 
counter-counter-counter, and on and 
on ad infinitum. 

But first and foremost, what is going 
on right now is the dramatic reduction 
of offensive arms, and we have been 
told by the Russians—and I am going 
to read from General Shalikashvili’s 
letter in just a moment about how seri-
ously he takes this issue—they are 
going to stop the reduction of offensive 
arms and forget the ratification of 
START II. 

That is what the stakes are in this 
discussion. This is not some theoretical 
discussion about defenses. This is a 
premature decision to destroy a treaty 
which is allowing us now as we speak 
to reduce the number of offensive 
weapons that threaten us, that face us, 
that are aimed at us now. 

The bill also States in section 235 
that to implement the policy that I 
just read in section 233: 

The Secretary of Defense shall develop an 
. . . operationally effective national missile 
defense system which will attain initial op-
erating capability by the end of the year 
2003. 

It shall be developed in a way which in-
cludes ground-based interceptors deployed at 
multiple sites. 

There we go again with the multiple- 
site breach of the ABM Treaty. Section 
235 also provides for an interim oper-
ational capability. It is all laid out 
very specifically as to the deployment 
schedule for the ABM system. 

Now, this is a head-on collision. This 
again is not like our current law pro-
vides, that we are going to continue to 
do research and development on na-
tionwide defenses, on strategic missile 
defenses. This bill decides now that it 
is the policy to deploy such a system 
before we have done the research and 
development and before we have con-
cluded our negotiations with the Rus-
sians in an effort to make such a na-
tionwide defense system permissible 
under an amended treaty. 

This is not a question of interpreta-
tion. This is the head-on clash, this is 
the trashing of the ABM Treaty. This 
is the establishing of a policy now to 
pull out of the ABM Treaty. I cannot 
think of anything much more short-
sighted than this. It is a provocative 
move to commit ourselves now to de-
ploy an illegal national defense sys-
tem, the ABM Treaty be damned. This 
is going to wreck the START treaty 
which was a landmark arms reduction 
treaty which was achieved by Presi-
dent Bush, and it is going to spark a 
buildup of offensive weapons instead of 
the reduction of offensive weapons 
which we have been trying to achieve. 

Now, General Shalikashvili, the 
Chairman of our Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
wrote me the following on June 28: 

While we believe that START II is in both 
countries’ interests regardless of other 
events, we must assume such unilateral U.S. 
legislation could harm prospects for START 
II ratification by the Duma and probably im-
pact our broader security relationship with 
Russia as well. 

The Secretary of Defense has weighed 
in in strong opposition to these missile 
defense provisions saying, in a letter to 
Senator NUNN dated July 28: 

These provisions would put us on a path-
way to abrogate the ABM Treaty. The bill’s 
provisions would add nothing to the DOD’s 
ability to pursue our missile defense pro-
grams and would needlessly cause us to incur 
excess costs and serious security risks. 

Secretary Perry’s letter continues as 
follows: 

. . . certain provisions related to the ABM 
Treaty would be very damaging to U.S. secu-
rity interests. By mandating actions that 
would lead us to violate or disregard U.S. 
Treaty obligations—such as establishing a 
deployment date of a multiple-site NMD sys-
tem [national missile defense system]—the 
bill would jeopardize Russian implementa-
tion of the Start I and Start II Treaties, 
which involve the elimination of many thou-
sands of strategic nuclear weapons. 
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And Secretary Perry’s letter went on 

to say the following: 
The bill’s unwarranted imposition, through 

funding restrictions, of a unilateral ABM/ 
TMD demarcation interpretation would 
similarly jeopardize these reductions, and 
would raise significant international legal 
issues as well as fundamental constitutional 
issues regarding the President’s authority 
over the conduct of foreign affairs. 

And he concluded as follows in his re-
cent letter to Senator NUNN: 

Unless these provisions are eliminated or 
significantly modified, they threaten to un-
dermine fundamental national security in-
terests of the United States. 

That is pretty strong language. Here 
is the Secretary of Defense, telling us 
this language, unless it is eliminated 
or significantly modified, will ‘‘* * * 
threaten to undermine fundamental 
national security interests of the 
United States.’’ 

Not only would this committee deci-
sion to deploy missile defenses destroy 
a treaty which has been a cornerstone 
of global nuclear arms control for over 
20 years, it would increase the threat 
to the United States by leaving more 
nuclear weapons pointed at us and it 
would, in addition, poison our relation-
ship with Russia, a relationship which 
is improving and beginning to stabilize. 
Now, why do we want to risk that? 
Why do we want to hand the hard-lin-
ers in the Russian Duma an excuse to 
block the ratification of the Start II 
Treaty and resume an offensive arms 
race, instead of continuing and accel-
erating the dismantlement of nuclear 
strategic weapons? There is no new 
threat of massive nuclear missile at-
tack on the continental United States 
requiring a decision now to pull out of 
the ABM Treaty. 

The Director of the Defense Intel-
ligence Agency, General Clapper, said: 

We see no interest in or capability of any 
new country reaching the continental United 
States with a long range missile for at least 
the next decade. 

For several years, we have had a bi-
partisan consensus in Congress for con-
tinuing research on national missile 
defense that is consistent with the 
ABM Treaty. We have had a consensus 
that we should preserve the option to 
decide later to deploy a national mis-
sile defense system if the threat in-
creases or if it proves financially fea-
sible, or both. At the same time, we 
have had a national or bipartisan con-
sensus that we should seek ABM Trea-
ty understandings or changes that are 
mutually agreeable between the United 
States and Russia, and we should be 
doing these things simultaneously. We 
should be doing research and develop-
ment of national missile defenses. We 
should be seeking understandings and 
modifications of the ABM Treaty while 
these research activities are con-
tinuing, and we should keep the option 
open when the time comes to withdraw 
from the ABM Treaty. 

This bill before us breaks that bipar-
tisan consensus, and instead decides 
now that it is the policy of the United 

States to trash the ABM Treaty and to 
withdraw from it. This bill commits us 
to meet a deployment program that is 
simply reckless because it is so inten-
tionally provocative to the Russians 
without any military benefit to us be-
cause our present program is uncon-
strained by the ABM Treaty. What we 
are doing now in missile defense re-
search is unconstrained by the treaty. 

We do not need to make this decision 
now to trash a treaty which is allowing 
us to reduce the number of offensive 
weapons that threaten us. That is what 
is so reckless about this language. It 
prematurely commits us to a course of 
action which we need not take now and 
maybe never need to take. We do not 
know that. 

We have had a bipartisan consensus 
to keep an option open. This wipes out 
that bipartisan consensus. Now, there 
is another provision in this bill which 
is threatening to our security in the 
eyes of Secretary Perry, and that is the 
one that sets a demarcation line be-
tween short-range and long-range mis-
siles. Defenses against the former are 
permitted. Defenses against the long- 
range missiles are not. 

What is the demarcation line? What 
is the range? We have been trying to 
negotiate that with the Russians as to 
what is the precise line between a 
short-range missile and a long-range 
missile. We put a proposal down on the 
table which we hope is going to be 
adopted. This bill incorporates our pro-
posal as U.S. law. 

We, in this bill, unilaterally adopt 
the proposal that the administration is 
making at a negotiating session and 
saying they cannot deviate from their 
proposal. Now, that is a rather unusual 
way to negotiate: You are sitting down 
with the other side, trying to reach an 
agreement, and your Congress back 
there unilaterally puts into domestic 
law what your first proposal is. Now, 
what would we think if the Duma did 
the same thing? We say we would like 
a range of 3,500 kilometers and the 
Duma says, unilaterally, the ABM 
Treaty means a range of 3,000 kilo-
meters. Now, what would our reaction 
be? We are sitting at a negotiating 
table with the Russians, trying to fig-
ure out a demarcation line, and the 
Russians unilaterally make their own 
interpretation and make it their law, 
and tell their President he cannot devi-
ate from that law. He cannot even sit 
down with the Americans to talk about 
it. He cannot even listen. 

Under this bill, the President’s peo-
ple are not even allowed to listen to a 
Russian proposal because that would 
involve the expenditure of funds; that 
is, travel funds. So you can kiss good-
bye those negotiations. And, by the 
way, the language in this bill says it is 
the sense of the Senate that the Presi-
dent cease all negotiations for a year. 
That is just sense-of-the-Senate lan-
guage. But there is the power of the 
purse that is used here to prevent the 
President or the President’s people 
from implementing any Presidential 

policy relative to the ABM Treaty. Ne-
gotiations to set a demarcation line 
are over. 

Now, this is a country that has thou-
sands of nuclear weapons that we have 
been in a cold war with, that we are 
trying to improve our relationship 
with, and we have had some real suc-
cesses. And now we put one stick, two 
sticks, three sticks right in their eyes. 
For what? A new threat? Has our re-
search carried us to the point where we 
now can even make a decision as to 
whether we can effectively and cost-ef-
ficiently deploy such a system? We are 
not at that point now. 

The ABM Treaty does not constrain 
our research and development. That is 
why Secretary Perry said that the 
bill’s unwarranted imposition through 
funding restrictions of a unilateral de-
marcation interpretation would jeop-
ardize these reductions and would raise 
significant international legal issues, 
as well as fundamental constitutional 
issues regarding the President’s au-
thority over the conduct of foreign af-
fairs. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letters from General 
Shalikashvili and Secretary Perry be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF, 
Washington, DC, June 28, 1995. 

Hon. CARL LEVIN, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR LEVIN. Thank you for your 
letter and the opportunity to express my 
views concerning the impact of Senator War-
ner’s proposed language for the FY 1996 De-
fense Authorization Bill on current theater 
missile defense (TMD) programs. 

Because the Russians have repeatedly 
linked the ABM Treaty with other arms con-
trol issues—particularly ratification of 
START II now before the Duma—we cannot 
assume they would deal in isolation with 
unilateral US legislation detailing technical 
parameters for ABM Treaty interpretation. 
While we believe that START II is in both 
countries’ interests regardless of other 
events, we must assume such unilateral US 
legislation could harm prospect for START 
II ratification by the Duma and probably im-
pact our broader security relationship with 
Russia as well. 

We are continuing to work on TMD sys-
tems. The ongoing testing of THAAD 
through the demonstration/validation pro-
gram has been certified ABM Treaty com-
plaint as has the Navy Upper Tier program. 
Thus, progress on these programs is not re-
stricted by the lack of a demarcation agree-
ment. We have no plans and do not desire to 
test THAAD or other TMD systems in an 
ABM mode. 

Even though testing and development of 
TMD systems is underway now, we believe it 
is useful to continue discussions with the 
Russians to seek resolution of the ABM/TMD 
issue in a way which preserves our security 
equities. Were such dialogue to be prohib-
ited, we might eventually find ourselves 
forced to choose between giving up elements 
of our TMD development programs or pro-
ceeding unilaterally in a manner which 
could undermine the ABM Treaty and our 
broader security relationship with Russia. 
Either alternative would impose security 
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costs and risks which we are seeking to 
avoid. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN M. SHALIKASHVILI, 

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, DC, July 28, 1995. 

Hon. SAM NUNN, 
Ranking Member, Committee on Armed Services, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR NUNN: I write to register 

my strong opposition to the missile defense 
provisions of the SASC’s Defense Authoriza-
tion bill, which would institute Congres-
sional micromanagement of the Administra-
tion’s missile defense program and put us on 
a pathway to abrogate the ABM Treaty. The 
Administration is committed to respond to 
ballistic missile threats to our forces, allies, 
and territory. We will not permit the capa-
bility of the defenses we field to meet those 
threats to be compromised. 

The bill’s provisions would add nothing to 
DoD’s ability to pursue our missile defense 
programs, and would needlessly cause us to 
incur excess costs and serious security risks. 
The bill would require the U.S. to make a de-
cision now on developing a specific national 
missile defense for deployment by 2003, with 
interim operational capability in 1999, de-
spite the fact that a valid strategic missile 
threat has not emerged. Our NMD program is 
designed to give us the capability for a de-
ployment decision in three years, when we 
will be in a much better position to assess 
the threat and deploy the most techno-
logically advanced systems available. The 
bill would also terminate valuable elements 
of our TMD program, the Boost Phase Inter-
cept and MEADS/Corps SAM systems. 
MEADS is not only a valuable defense sys-
tem but is an important test of future trans- 
Atlantic defense cooperation. 

In addition, certain provisions related to 
the ABM Treaty would be very damaging to 
U.S. security interests. By mandating ac-
tions that would lead us to violate or dis-
regard U.S. Treaty obligations—such as es-
tablishing a deployment date of a multiple- 
site NMD system—the bill would jeopardize 
Russian implementation of the START I and 
START II Treaties, which involve the elimi-
nation of many thousands of strategic nu-
clear weapons. The bill’s unwarranted impo-
sition, through funding restrictions, of a uni-
lateral ABM/TMD demarcation interpreta-
tion would similarly jeopardize these reduc-
tions, and would raise significant inter-
national legal issues as well as fundamental 
constitutional issues regarding the Presi-
dent’s authority over the conduct of foreign 
affairs. These serious consequences argue for 
conducting the proposed Senate review of 
the ABM Treaty before considering such 
drastic and far-reaching measures. 

Unless these provisions are eliminated or 
significantly modified, they threaten to un-
dermine fundamental national security in-
terests of the United States. I will continue 
to do everything possible to work with the 
Senate to see that these priorities are not 
compromised. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM J. PERRY. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the bill 
does not stop there. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I wonder if the Sen-
ator will yield for a question, or does 
he prefer to finish. 

Mr. LEVIN. I will be happy to yield 
for a question. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I have 
been listening with great interest to 
the Senator’s comments, and I find 
them enormously persuasive. 

Does the Senator agree with me that 
these negotiations on SALT I and 
SALT II have been worked out in a 
very comprehensive way by Republican 
Presidents, Democratic Congresses, 
Joint Chiefs of Staffs, Secretaries of 
Defense? They were all negotiated not 
just as a way of trying to ease some 
pressure on the Soviet Union, but were 
negotiated because they were consid-
ered to be in the United States na-
tional security interest. It was Repub-
licans and Democrats alike, after de-
bate and discussion in the course of the 
hearings with the Foreign Relations 
Committee and the Armed Services 
Committee, and over a very difficult 
and complex period of time, as to the 
nature of the relationship between the 
United States and the Soviet Union, 
and that these were put into place be-
cause the leaders of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, the leaders of our military estab-
lishment, the Secretaries of Defense, 
the Secretaries of State, Presidents of 
the United States—Republican in these 
instances in terms of the SALT agree-
ments—believed that they were in our 
national security interest. 

As I understand from the Senator’s 
excellent presentation, just by review-
ing the particular words and phrases 
that are included in the defense au-
thorization bill, the provisions that are 
included in the legislation, that this is 
effectively saying that a majority, in 
this case probably in terms of the vote, 
are expressing a counterview; that 
somehow they have better knowledge 
of the security interests and the nature 
of the nuclear threat to the American 
people than that long-term negotiating 
process that took place by those who 
were very sensitive to the security in-
terests, the role of the United States 
and the relationship between the 
United States and the Soviet Union. 

Can the Senator comment briefly on 
the historic context? I found very per-
suasive the particular details. 

Second, does the Senator from Michi-
gan, if he assumes that all of this was 
done in our security interest, believe 
that this is an extraordinary action on 
the floor of the U.S. Senate, when we 
are having our challenge in our rela-
tionship between China and the United 
States—we recently have heard about 
two military officers who were actually 
arrested in China; we have the tragic 
circumstances around Mr. Wu who has 
been apprehended, and the human 
rights violations—a range of different 
challenges that we are having with one 
of the other great world powers, China? 

Our Secretary of State is involved in 
trying to work out at least some kind 
of modus operandi with the Chinese. As 
a student of history and as one of the 
leaders in the U.S. Senate on the whole 
issue of arms control policy, does the 
Senator from Michigan feel that we 
should be unilaterally abrogating the 
solemn treaty of the United States 
with the Soviet Union on nuclear weap-
ons that will certainly, in a very sig-
nificant way, put in serious threat our 
relations with the Soviet Union? Does 
this make any sense? 

Mr. LEVIN. The Senator is right. The 
Secretary of State has written a letter 
to Senator NUNN dated August 2, which 
I also want to print in the RECORD, 
which addresses the questions which 
the Senator from Massachusetts has 
raised. 

These arms reduction treaties, start-
ing with the ABM Treaty, which is lim-
iting arms, and then going to START I 
and START II—START II is before us 
now, supported by the chairman of the 
Foreign Relations Committee—these 
have been negotiated by Democratic 
and Republican administrations alike. 
These are not partisan treaties. 

President Nixon is the one who nego-
tiated the ABM Treaty. This is a Re-
publican President who strongly be-
lieved that the ABM Treaty was in our 
security interest, and I believe every 
single President since has supported 
keeping the ABM Treaty, modifying it 
at times. We have had protocols to it, 
we have had interpretations to it, but 
it has allowed us to reduce offensive 
arms. So it has had broad bipartisan 
support in administration after admin-
istration. 

The Secretary of State points that 
out when he says in his letter to Sen-
ator NUNN that ‘‘successive administra-
tions have supported the continued via-
bility of the ABM Treaty as the best 
way to preserve and enhance our na-
tional security.’’ And the Secretary of 
State points out that these unilateral 
interpretations ‘‘would immediately 
call into question the commitment to 
the treaty and have a negative impact 
on United States-Russian relations and 
on Russian implementation of the 
START I Treaty and Russian ratifica-
tion of the START II Treaty.’’ 

The START II Treaty is going to 
come to the floor of the Senate one of 
these days, I understand with the sup-
port of the chairman of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee, negotiated by a Re-
publican President. It allows us to sig-
nificantly reduce, dramatically reduce, 
the number of offensive nuclear weap-
ons which we face. 

We are told by General Shalikashvili 
and Secretary Perry that for us to 
trash the ABM Treaty will threaten 
the ratification of the START II Trea-
ty. It makes absolutely no sense in 
terms of the bipartisan consensus 
which has been put together for these 
treaties over the years and in terms of 
reducing the number of offensive weap-
ons. So I agree with the Senator from 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator’s 
conclusion be that should the violation 
of the ABM Treaty—and I think the 
Senator has made that case both with 
regard to the multiple-site issue and 
also for the unilateral declaration on 
the theater and strategic systems, 
which are in the process of being nego-
tiated, and the unilateral action or 
statement or sense-of-the-Senate reso-
lution, that as far as our chairman of 
our Joint Chiefs of Staff, according to 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:48 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00018 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S03AU5.REC S03AU5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S11245 August 3, 1995 
the President of the United States as 
well as the Secretary of State—those 
who have responsibility in the nature 
of both defense policy in this area and 
diplomacy—that the counteraction will 
be an action by the Soviet Union which 
will result in more nuclear missiles 
being pointed toward the United 
States, there will be more nuclear mis-
siles pointed to the cities in my State, 
there will be more nuclear missiles 
pointed to cities in the Senator’s 
State, and that there will be less secu-
rity in terms of the citizens of our Na-
tion from the dangers of nuclear war? 

Finally, let me just ask the Senator, 
how does the whole Nunn-Lugar effort 
fit into this whole process? We have 
been involved in the very recent times 
with a bipartisan effort to try and help 
and assist the dismantling of Soviet 
weapons systems. For the obvious rea-
son, as the Senator and others have 
pointed out, we believe that kind of re-
duction is in our security interest. 

There have been difficulties in terms 
of the expenditure of funds and other 
factors which I know that the Armed 
Services Committee and DOD are inter-
ested in. The Congress has been review-
ing that effort in terms of trying to see 
further action in the dismantling of 
nuclear weapons. 

Does he think that this kind of uni-
lateral action will enhance that whole 
kind of effort for further dismantle-
ment, or does the Senator believe that 
whole effort will be undermined in a 
significant way as well? 

Mr. LEVIN. I think the Nunn-Lugar 
effort is totally undermined, because 
instead of being willing to dismantle 
weapons, which Nunn-Lugar helps 
them achieve, our best experts in the 
State Department, the Defense Depart-
ment say they are going to go the 
other way, they are going to stop the 
dismantlement and stop the ratifica-
tion of START II, because now they are 
going to be told by the U.S. Senate 
that it is the American policy to put 
up defenses to their weapons, and that 
means in order for whatever they have 
left after START II to be effective, 
they are going to have to have more, 
not less, in order to overcome whatever 
defense. 

This is a very threatening thing, we 
have to understand, to us. This is a 
threat to our security, what is going on 
in this bill language, because instead of 
seeing offensive weapons aimed at our 
States continuing to be reduced, the 
numbers of those weapons are suddenly 
going to go up instead of down. At a 
minimum, we are going to see the ter-
mination of these dramatic reductions 
which we have been able to achieve 
under START I and START II. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I know the Senator 
has further comments to make, but I 
want to ask him, as I understand the 
situation we are facing in the Soviet 
Union—we are facing local elections 
that are going to be taking place in the 
next year. It is also a commitment in 
terms of the Presidential election 
which is to take place next year—there 

is movement in terms of the Soviet 
Union and, as I understand it, in terms 
of the political process and activity of 
increasing involvement and intensity 
and increasing United States invest-
ments. 

Obviously, there are the creaking 
problems of a new nation finding itself 
in terms of trying to develop demo-
cratic institutions in that nation. Does 
the Senator, as someone who is a stu-
dent both of the Soviet Union and the 
recent history of this time, does he 
think that this will help to stabilize 
the nature of the political discussion in 
the Soviet Union? As he has pointed 
out, the reduction of these nuclear 
arms was done because we believed 
they were in the security interests of 
the United States. As the Senator 
pointed out, if we take this action, 
that will be threatened. 

Does he believe, as well, that if the 
Soviet Union did this action to the 
United States, there could be a coun-
teracting reaction here in the Senate 
and among the American people? Does 
he anticipate that this may very well 
have some factor and force in terms of 
the domestic politics and defense poli-
tics of the Soviet Union? 

Mr. LEVIN. This unilateral action in 
setting the dividing line between short- 
range and long-range missiles, which 
has been subject of the negotiations, 
suddenly is yanked out from those ne-
gotiations, the U.S. Senate usurps this 
and puts into American law what it be-
lieves the demarcation line is and pro-
hibits the President from negotiating 
any other demarcation line. At the 
same time, we establish the policy of 
the United States to deploy a system 
which clearly violates the ABM Treaty. 

Doing those things will play into the 
hands of the most rabid, anti-Western 
political forces in Russia. We are going 
to pay a terrible price, not just in hav-
ing more weapons face our States, we 
are also going to pay a terrible price in 
terms of lending unwitting support to 
the very anti-Western forces in Russia 
which are creating so much difficulty 
already, not just for Russia, but for the 
rest of the world. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Finally, the Senator 
spent a great deal of time in recent 
years, along with others, in terms of 
the meaning of the ABM Treaty. I am 
a member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee. All of us were enormously im-
pressed during the 1980’s and 1990’s 
when the ABM Treaty issue and related 
issues were being reviewed as to the 
meaning. I think all of us who followed 
this whole issue in terms of arms con-
trol and the ABM Treaty are very 
mindful of the expertise which the Sen-
ator from Michigan has. 

I hope at some time during the de-
bate that at least included in this 
record, there will be some references to 
that review and that study, so that 
those that may be newer Members of 
this body can have some appreciation 
for the extensiveness and the depth of 
the hearings that were held on the 
meaning and significance of the ABM 

Treaty, which was challenged and re-
viewed and reviewed. So that the pres-
entation will be given the weight that 
it should have. I think some reference 
or incorporation of some past discus-
sion of that history is important for 
the understanding of the Senators. 

I thank the Senator. I hope that our 
colleagues listen carefully to the excel-
lent presentation. I find it absolutely 
persuasive. We have not gotten into if 
the Soviet Union takes corresponding 
action, what will be the corresponding 
action here in the United States. I 
think anybody who has followed the 
arms issue with the Soviet Union can 
predict that very easily and with cer-
tainty, not only with the cost but the 
instability that will be brought about. 

So I thank the Senator. I think it has 
been a very important presentation. I 
think, in many respects, this may very 
well be either the first or second most 
important vote that we will have this 
year. I hope our colleagues give it at-
tention. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Senator from 
Massachusetts. He reminds us that we 
had a debate here, and there was an ef-
fort made by Senator NUNN and myself, 
and many others, to avoid a unilateral 
reinterpretation of the ABM Treaty 
during the 1980’s. This Senate has had a 
long history in not undermining trea-
ties or not undermining chief execu-
tives who are aimed at negotiating 
treaties. We have an advise-and-con-
sent function that is very different 
from putting into American law unilat-
eral interpretations and prohibiting 
Presidents from even negotiating rel-
ative to treaties. 

Senator NUNN’s leadership during the 
1980’s on the whole ABM issue—and the 
Senator from Massachusetts was cor-
rect, he was deeply involved in it, as 
well—was part of a long-time bipar-
tisan effort, generally, on the part of 
the Senate to avoid this kind of unilat-
eral interpretation of treaties being 
put into American law and under-
mining the executive branch in their 
negotiating function, as well. 

Now, Mr. President, the language in 
this bill, by saying that ‘‘appropriated 
funds may not be obligated or expended 
by any official for the purpose of im-
plementing any executive policy that 
would apply the ABM Treaty to the re-
search, development, or deployment of 
a missile defense,’’ means the Presi-
dent and the President’s representa-
tives cannot even listen at a negotia-
tion. They cannot even use travel 
money. ‘‘Appropriated funds are pro-
hibited here from being obligated or 
expended by any official for the pur-
pose of implementing an executive pol-
icy that would apply the ABM Treaty 
to the deployment of a missile de-
fense.’’ 

That is section 238(b). In another sub-
section: ‘‘Or from taking any other ac-
tion to provide for the ABM Treaty to 
be applied to the deployment of the 
missile defense.’’ 

That is what the ABM Treaty is all 
about. 
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So this language does three things. 

First, it unilaterally says what the de-
marcation is between short-range and 
long-range, and makes that the law of 
the United States. It prohibits the 
President of the United States from ne-
gotiating anything other than that. He 
cannot even listen to anything other 
than that. 

It does one other thing. This is some 
of the most, I think, extreme language 
I have read in any bill, almost on any 
subject that has come to the floor be-
cause, under this language, if there 
were a test that violated this definition 
of a long-range system, nobody could 
act to stop it, because it says here that 
‘‘appropriated funds may not be ex-
pended by any official to implement 
any policy that applies the U.N. treaty 
to the deployment of a missile de-
fense.’’ 

What happens if you have a test here 
of an ABM system against a missile 
with a range of 4,000 kilometers, clear-
ly in violation of the demarcation line, 
by this new demarcation line. Under 
this language, until the test is com-
pleted, the prohibition on the use of 
any funds to stop that test stands. 

This language says that ‘‘unless and 
until there is an ABM qualifying flight 
test of a system, this prohibition 
stands.’’ 

This language goes so far as to say 
that even if there is going to be a flight 
test of an ABM system against a mis-
sile, with a range that clearly violates 
this unilateral declaration, that no-
body can stop that illegal action on our 
part, which is admittedly illegal under 
this unilateral definition because the 
flight test has not occurred. Unless and 
until the flight test is completed, this 
restriction stands. 

The ABM Treaty cannot be used to 
stop a test, even if it is illegal, by the 
definition in this bill. 

Now, if we want to talk about lan-
guage which is so excessive, this fits 
the test. That is what it says, what I 
guess is the frosting on the cake. What 
the bill provides is that we will have a 
commission to look at this whole 
thing. On page 61 of this bill, section 
237, it says that the Senate should un-
dertake 
. . . a comprehensive review of the con-
tinuing value and validity of the ABM Trea-
ty, with the intent of providing additional 
policy guidance on the future of the ABM 
Treaty during the second session of the 104th 
Congress. 

Now, in addition to undertaking a 
comprehensive review of the ABM 
Treaty, we were are also told in sub-
section B we should consider estab-
lishing a select committee to carry out 
the review, and to recommend such ad-
ditional policy guidance on future ap-
plication of the ABM Treaty, as the se-
lect committee considers appropriate. 

Now, that is a little bit like having 
the hanging first, and then the trial. 
This bill says it is our policy to trash 
the ABM Treaty; this is the dividing 
line unilaterally; the President cannot 
negotiate anything else. But it is our 

policy now under this bill to withdraw 
from the ABM Treaty. That is what 
this bill says. 

Then the same bill that says that 
says: But we are going to have a study; 
we are going to have a comprehensive 
review of the continuing validity of the 
ABM Treaty. 

We ought to have the study before we 
trash the treaty. Looking at the com-
mittee report on page 119, it says: 

The committee believes that Congress 
should undertake a comprehensive review of 
the continuing value and validity of the 
ABM Treaty, with the intent of making a 
well-informed and carefully considered rec-
ommendation on how to proceed by the end 
of the 104th Congress. 

That is supposed to be the purpose of 
this comprehensive review. 

On page 120, the majority says it is 
prudent—prudent—to dedicate a year 
to studying all ABM Treaty-related 
issues and alternatives, and rec-
ommends the review of the continuing 
value and validity—a careful 1-year re-
view, the report says—of the con-
tinuing value and validity of the ABM 
Treaty. Why not do the ‘‘careful’’ study 
before we decide to trash the treaty? 

If it is prudent to have a 1-year study 
of the ABM Treaty’s value, is it not 
prudent to have the review prior to 
saying it is the policy of the U.S. Gov-
ernment to trash the ABM Treaty? 
Does not prudence dictate that you 
withhold your conclusion until after 
the study? 

If the purpose of our ‘‘comprehensive 
careful 1-year review’’ is to make a 
study of the value of the ABM Treaty, 
for heaven’s sake, we should withhold 
the conclusions until after the study. 
That is not what this bill does. This 
bill says it is the policy of the United 
States to deploy a multiple-site sys-
tem. That is an illegal system under 
the ABM Treaty. That is why Sec-
retary Perry says that these serious 
consequences argue for conducting the 
proposed Senate review of the ABM 
Treaty before considering such a dras-
tic and far-reaching measure. He un-
derlines the word ‘‘before.’’ 

It seems to me it is just absolute 
common sense that we do not reach 
conclusions and implement those con-
clusions the way this bill does, with 
initial operating capability, with a 
date set, 2003. There is an IOC of 2003 
for a national missile test, an interim 
capability mandated by the bill for this 
system. 

We are mandating violations of a 
treaty when at the same time in an-
other part of the bill we say we are 
studying the continued validity of that 
treaty. That makes no sense at all. 

Mr. President, I will be sending an 
amendment to the desk which address-
es these three issues that I have just 
outlined. It will strike the words that 
it is the policy of the United States to 
deploy a multiple-site system, since 
that is directly violative of the ABM 
Treaty; we will also strike the lan-
guage which sets forth in permanent 
law what the demarcation line is be-

tween long-range and short-range mis-
siles, since that is the subject of nego-
tiations; and we will also strike the 
language which prevents the President 
from even discussing any matters rel-
ative to the ABM Treaty with the Rus-
sians. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2088 
(Purposes: (1) To strike section 233(2); (2) To 

strike section 237(a)(2), which states that 
the President should cease all efforts to 
clarify ABM Treaty obligations; (3) To 
strike Section 238, which establishes a uni-
lateral interpretation of the ABM Treaty 
and prohibits treaty-compliance efforts) 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, at this 

point, I send the amendment to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KYL). The clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN], 

for himself, Mr. EXON, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. 
GLENN, Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
FEINGOLD, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. 
BIDEN, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, and Mr. PELL, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 2088. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 52, strike out lines 20 through 25. 
On page 62, strike out lines 8 through 11. 
Beginning on page 63, strike out line 11 and 

all that follows through page 65, line 24. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished manager of the bill on the 
majority side, Senator THURMOND, is 
anxious to get a time agreement. 

I wonder if I might inquire of the dis-
tinguished ranking member as to the 
progress we are making on that. Many 
Senators are working on their sched-
ules. Many Senators are anxious to en-
gage in the debate on this particular 
amendment, I think at the convenience 
of the Senate. And this means to keep 
this momentum that we have this 
morning going forward, I wonder if I 
might inquire as to this. 

Mr. NUNN. I say to my friend from 
Virginia, I think we ought to inquire of 
the Senator from Michigan as to his in-
tentions. 

We talked about a time agreement. 
The Senator from Michigan informed 
me he would prefer to come to the floor 
and determine how many people want-
ed to speak on this amendment. 

I welcome a time agreement. I hope 
we can reach one. Perhaps the Senator 
from Michigan could give an indication 
of his feeling at this point. 

Mr. LEVIN. I do not have the final 
figure yet, but it is approximately— 
and there are a couple more Senators 
we must consult with—21⁄2 hours on 
this side that will be needed so far. We 
think that is fairly close to the total, 
but we are not quite there yet. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, that is 
a period of time considerably longer 
than I had hoped. That would mean if 
this side were to require an equal 
amount, we would be 5 hours. 

Credit, perhaps, is being given on the 
21⁄2 hours for this time, so we are begin-
ning as of this moment. 

Mr. LEVIN. That would be 21⁄2 addi-
tional hours, but that is not quite yet 
the total. There are two other Senators 
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we have yet to hear from that we be-
lieve want to speak, and we have not 
heard how much time. 

Mr. NUNN. If I may say to my friend 
from Virginia, the Senator from Michi-
gan made such a powerful speech on 
this subject, with the intervention of 
the Senator from Massachusetts, and I 
plan to make a speech on it, and I 
know the Senator from Nebraska plans 
to speak, perhaps by the time our col-
leagues hear these speeches, they will 
not feel the need to speak as long on 
this subject. That remains to be seen. 

I hope we can cut that time down. I 
will work with the Senator from Michi-
gan. This is an important amendment. 
This is the heart of the bill in terms of 
the opposition to the bill. This is the 
heart of it. 

While I would like to accelerate this 
process and will work hard to do that, 
I do think that once this matter is set-
tled one way or the other on this 
amendment, and perhaps on another 
amendment that may follow if this one 
fails, I think once we do that, we will 
begin to make a lot more progress on 
the bill. 

So, I say to my friend from Virginia 
and my friend from South Carolina, I 
know they want to move this bill, I 
will continue to work with them to see 
if we cannot reach some time agree-
ment. 

Mr. President, I would like to be rec-
ognized. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I 
might say, I thank my distinguished 
colleague. It is very reassuring to hear 
him say we can try to reduce the 
amount of time. Because the majority 
leader is very anxious to have this bill 
completed, as you know, on the time-
table this week. I hope we can reduce 
the amount of time. 

I see the Senator from Michigan indi-
cating—— 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia is recognized. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, if Senator 
EXON has a question? 

Mr. EXON. No, I was going to follow 
up on some of the remarks that had 
been made by the other Senators on 
this matter. The Senator from Georgia 
probably wishes to do the same. 

Mr. NUNN. Has the Senator from Ne-
braska had a chance to make a state-
ment this morning? 

Mr. EXON. Yes, I got that statement 
made. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I am going 
to make some remarks on the Levin 
amendment and I am going to try to 
cut my remarks down. I think this is a 
very important amendment. I support 
the amendment. I would like to lay out 
what I consider to be the defects in the 
bill as it now exists and why I think 
this amendment is important and why 
I will support the amendment. 

If this amendment fails I anticipate 
another amendment in this area. 

Mr. President, the defects in the ma-
jority’s Missile Defense Act of 1995 are 

simple and straightforward. First, the 
Missile Defense Act constitutes what, 
in law, I would call—reflecting back 
years ago on my law school courses—I 
would call this an anticipatory breach 
of the ABM Treaty. Only in this case, 
it is not a contract, as in law school. 
The bill before us proposes to breach an 
international treaty, the treaty be-
tween the United States of America 
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics, now succeeded by Russia, on 
the limitation of the antiballistic mis-
sile systems known as the ABM Trea-
ty. Thus the Missile Defense Act if we 
pass it, if it became law, puts this body 
on record as directing the United 
States to knowingly violate an existing 
international treaty without first seek-
ing amendments to the treaty and 
without reference to the provisions in 
the treaty which permit either party to 
withdraw upon 6 months’ notice. 

The ABM Treaty was entered into, 
not as a sacred document to be adhered 
to forever, but rather as a document 
that reflected the security interests of 
both the Soviet Union and the United 
States at that time. I am not wedded 
to every word in the ABM Treaty, as I 
will review in a moment. I do believe 
amendments are in order. But why not 
negotiate the amendments? Why act as 
if there is no treaty? That is what this 
bill does. 

If we cannot negotiate the amend-
ments, if the Russians will not budge 
after a good-faith effort, why not then 
consider whether to withdraw from the 
treaty under the provisions of the trea-
ty? That is the way you get out of a 
treaty if you do not feel it is in your 
national security interests. 

The second problem with the Missile 
Defense Act is that this breach is whol-
ly unnecessary to the conducting of the 
near-term missile defense program run 
by the ballistic missile defense organi-
zation. In other words, we are basically 
serving notice that the treaty is going 
to be breached and it is not getting us 
anything in the next fiscal year—noth-
ing. There is no program in this bill 
that would violate the ABM Treaty in 
the next fiscal year. 

Enactment of the Missile Defense Act 
authorizes no activity by the ballistic 
missile defense office during fiscal year 
1996 that would otherwise be proscribed 
by the ABM Treaty. 

So, what we have is we are asked to 
take a gratuitous poke at the eye of 
the Russians, while helping to persuade 
them that the United States Congress 
is bent on resurrecting what some have 
called star wars. 

In my view the Russians do not have 
the resources to compete in this arena 
in the near term. So they will certainly 
be frustrated, in the sense that they 
see us moving to breach the ABM Trea-
ty when they do not have the resources 
to compete. They just simply do not 
have the finances to compete. 

But, what they do have is thousands 
of missiles. Not a few hundred, but 
thousands of missiles that they are 
supposed to dismantle under START I, 

and they already are doing that under 
START I, and thousands more missiles 
they are supposed to dismantle under 
START II, which has been negotiated, 
and signed by President Bush but is 
now pending ratification both in the 
Duma and here in the Senate. 

What they can do very easily is they 
can simply continue to target those 
thousands of missiles at the United 
States. That is likely to be their re-
sponse to what they see as a breach of 
the ABM Treaty. 

Do we really, on the floor of the U.S. 
Senate, after going through the Reagan 
administration, the Bush administra-
tion, basically negotiating carefully 
arms control agreements and trying to 
carry them out, getting thousands of 
nuclear warheads dismantled, do we 
want to turn around and do something 
in this bill that is going to say to the 
Russians, in effect: We are going to 
break out of the ABM Treaty. Now 
whatever you do is up to you? 

I know what they are going to do. I 
believe I know what they are going to 
do. They do not have billions of dollars 
to conduct defenses now. They may in 
the future. In the future I think it is in 
their interests also to have some de-
fenses. I think both countries ought to 
have some limited defenses against ac-
cidental launch, against any kind of 
unauthorized launch or against a Third 
World country that emerges as a 
threat. I think we ought to have those 
kind of defenses. I think the Russians 
ought to, too. 

But if we strike out unilaterally they 
are going to do what we would do if we 
were in their circumstances. What is 
that? We would not dismantle our stra-
tegic offensive forces. We would find a 
way to proliferate the offensive forces 
because those offensive forces are 
going to have defenses that they have 
to contend with. And, what the Rus-
sians would fear, as we would fear, is 
that the combination of going to a 
lower START level, dismantling war-
heads, going down to START II, doing 
that, limiting the number of warheads; 
then having the United States em-
barked on a breach of the ABM Treaty, 
saying we are clearly going to deploy 
defenses without regard to negotiation, 
without regard to amendments, with-
out regard to the provisions of the 
treaty—the combination of those two 
things says to them: Limited warheads, 
defenses by the United States, possible 
preemptive attack. We would never do 
that. We know that. But they do not 
know that just like we do not know 
that about them. That is the basis of 
our deterrence policy. We do not know 
that and we are not going to bank on 
it. 

But the combination limiting the 
number of warheads, defenses in this 
country that basically breach the ABM 
Treaty, plus a preemptive attack, 
means that they would lose the ability 
to retaliate. 

That is paranoia. But the whole 
equation of deterrence for years has 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:48 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00021 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S03AU5.REC S03AU5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES11248 August 3, 1995 
been based on both sides being some-
what paranoid. And not irrationally so, 
based on the former confrontation all 
over the globe. 

This breach of the ABM Treaty is 
wholly unnecessary. This poke in the 
eye to Russia leads to a third problem. 
That problem is one with serious, per-
haps even tragic consequences. While 
enactment of the Missile Defense Act 
permits nothing within our own missile 
defense programs that we cannot al-
ready do in the next fiscal year, it may 
very well persuade the Russians that 
we have abandoned our obligations 
under the ABM Treaty. 

Perhaps the majority does not really 
want to do that. If so, we have room to 
work out wording that would change 
that impression in this bill. The Rus-
sians have repeatedly told us, those in 
the executive branch as well as those of 
us in the Senate who have met with 
them on many occasions, they have 
told us of the importance they attach 
to continued compliance with the ABM 
Treaty by both parties. And they have 
suggested if they conclude we are aban-
doning the ABM Treaty unilaterally, 
this would call into question Russia’s 
continued compliance with their inter-
national agreements. 

Thus we may be jeopardizing START 
I and START II, thousands of warheads 
that would continue to be pointed at 
the United States, it will take us 10 or 
12 years at best to build the defenses, 
yet we have a chance of dismantling 
thousands of warheads that are aimed 
at us. 

Which is more cost effective? Em-
barking on a unilateral course without 
regard to the people we entered into 
the treaty with? Or negotiating with 
them, and determining what we would 
do if negotiations fail? 

Why do we want to get thousands 
more warheads pointed at the United 
States? I do not. I do not think any-
body in this body does. I do not think 
the American people do. That is the re-
sult of where we are heading, unless 
this bill is changed. 

Mr. President, it is not only the two 
START agreements, it is also the Con-
ventional Forces in Europe Treaty. 
That is the treaty where the Russians 
dismantled and continue to dismantle 
literally thousands—they are moving 
at least thousands and thousands of 
tanks and other threatening equip-
ment, artillery tubes under the CFE 
Treaty in Europe. 

They already are frustrated by that 
treaty. They already are making signs 
that this treaty causes them big prob-
lems. It is going to be a problem 
whether we pass this amendment or 
not. But, if we pass this amendment, it 
is going to be a bigger problem very 
quickly. 

The two START treaties, if fully en-
tered into force, will reduce by three- 
fourths the number of Russian ballistic 
missile warheads in their arsenal—a far 
greater reduction of nuclear warheads 
potentially threatening the United 
States than any defensive system could 

possibly offer or that we have any ca-
pability of developing and paying for in 
the next 10 years. Three-fourths of the 
warheads are coming off under START 
I and START II. 

Do we really want to jeopardize that? 
The Russians have complained fre-
quently about the enormous cost to 
them of compliance with these two 
START treaties and the CFE. But so 
far they are complying. We may reach 
a point where they do not. But they are 
so far complying. How much more will 
it cost us in our own defense budget if 
the START treaties go by the boards? 
Also, many Members are aware the 
Russians have been seeking relief from 
the limitations imposed under the CFE 
Treaty on the level of conventional 
forces and equipment they are per-
mitted to station on their volatile 
southern flank. If the full Senate 
adopts the Missile Defense Act, this 
will give them a plausible excuse to ig-
nore the CFE limits on stationing 
forces and equipment. To repeat, Mr. 
President, all of these serious con-
sequences and costs may be brought 
upon us by adoption of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee majority’s 
Missile Defense Act, which itself allows 
us to do no more than we already 
planned to do in the short run, unless 
the bill is changed. 

The fourth problem with the Missile 
Defense Act is that it tries legisla-
tively to have it both ways: the Senate 
Armed Services Committee majority 
wants the ABM Treaty to go away, and 
legislates as though it had already 
gone away; yet they do not take the 
straightforward approach of using legal 
remedy. Mr. President, if the Senate 
believes adherence to the ABM Treaty 
is no longer in our national interest, 
then we should have availed ourselves 
of a straightforward and honorable res-
olution. Under article XV, paragraph 2, 
of the ABM Treaty, the United States 
can withdraw from the ABM Treaty, 
after giving 6 months notice to Russia. 
Is the Senate ready to take that step? 
Or will we adopt the language of the 
Missile Defense Act to squeeze past, a 
direct confrontation with the ABM 
Treaty, by pretending that it is not 
there. 

It seems to me that is the course we 
are on, pretending it is not there. 

This unwillingness to confront the 
ABM Treaty head-on, Mr. President, 
leads to the fifth problem with the Mis-
sile Defense Act. By ignoring the ABM 
Treaty, rather than proposing U.S. 
withdrawal from it, the Senate Armed 
Services Committee majority are 
forced to try to negate its effect by the 
following legislative device: They re-
strict the use of appropriated funds to 
enforce our obligations under the ABM 
Treaty. In attempting to negate the 
treaty in this way, Mr. President, the 
Senate Armed Services Committee ma-
jority sets up a direct constitutional 
conflict between the executive and the 
legislative branches regarding respon-
sibility for the conduct of foreign pol-
icy and the enforcement of this Na-
tion’s international obligations. 

Mr. President, consider what is at 
stake here. Should the Missile Defense 
Act approved by the Senate Armed 
Services Committee majority be en-
acted in the next couple of years, we 
stand to gain nothing, but we stand to 
lose a great deal: we could lose the 
agreed drawdowns of nuclear arsenals 
under START I and II; we could lose 
the CFE Treaty’s constraints on Rus-
sian conventional force deployments 
near troubled areas. 

Now, some in the Senate Armed 
Service Committee majority will argue 
that the Missile Defense Act does not 
really breach the ABM Treaty, because 
only some subsequent testing or de-
ployment action would technically 
place us in violation of the treaty. 

They will argue this by saying that 
only some subsequent testing or de-
ployment would technically place us in 
violation of the treaty. 

Mr. President, this is too clever by 
one-half. If the Russian Republic were 
to announce tomorrow that it no 
longer intended to meet the timetable 
for reduction of nuclear systems under 
the START I Treaty, that it was not 
going to renegotiate them, that it sim-
ply was going to move forward as if 
START I did not exist, and that there 
was nothing we could do about it, 
would the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee come to the Senate floor to 
calmly inform us that this is not a 
breach of their obligations under the 
treaty? Would they argue that the 
START I Treaty can only be breached 
once the deadline for implementing re-
ductions is past? Or would they say in-
stead, as I think would be the case, 
breach is inevitable, and based on what 
the Russians have told us, we should 
now move to prepare for this breach 
and take the necessary security pre-
cautions? 

I think that the majority—and I 
would be in that majority—would say 
let us assume that they are going to do 
what they say they are going to do; 
they are going to breach the treaty, 
and we had better start recognizing 
that. 

To recap, Mr. President, the Senate 
Armed Services Committee’s Missile 
Defense Act provision has major prob-
lems: First, it abandons United States 
adherence to the ABM Treaty; second, 
abandoning adherence now is unneces-
sary—we can conduct an effective mis-
sile defense program in the near-term 
while continuing adherence; third, 
abandoning adherence now is likely to 
impose huge costs on us, if Russia de-
clines to carry out some of its legal ob-
ligations in response to our breach; 
fourth, the Senate Armed Services 
Committee bill abandons adherence by 
stealth, rather directing the adminis-
tration to use the legal withdrawal 
procedures contained in the treaty; and 
fifth, by failing to use the legal option, 
the Senate is forced to try to compel 
the executive branch to abandon adher-
ence by usurping certain powers of the 
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executive branch over the conduct of 
foreign policy, a move that raises seri-
ous constitutional issues, and could 
lead to this act never becoming law 
even if it passed as is. 

Mr. President, I do not want any Sen-
ator to misconstrue my message re-
garding the ABM Treaty, and I am sure 
there will be people on this side who 
will not listen to the latter part of this 
message. I am not a diehard supporter 
of the ABM Treaty as some sacred doc-
ument that cannot be changed. I think 
that would be a mistake in view of this 
treaty. Circumstances change. The cir-
cumstances surrounding the treaty’s 
establishment have changed signifi-
cantly since it was entered into in the 
early 1970’s. Therefore, either the trea-
ty itself must be changed to reflect the 
new realities, or the Congress and the 
President must at some point make the 
decision that the treaty’s usefulness 
has ended and exercise our legal right 
to withdraw from the treaty. 

The ABM Treaty condition contains 
provisions for renegotiation; indeed, 
that is precisely what the Clinton ad-
ministration has been trying to do at 
Geneva, and they really need the back-
ing of Congress to do that. Thus, it is 
not a foregone conclusion that the 
treaty cannot be amended by mutual 
agreement to allow us to deploy the 
missile defenses we consider necessary 
to meet our national security require-
ments. But Russia must understand 
that these negotiations must make 
progress and that the time period 
available for negotiations is not infi-
nite. It is finite. 

I think that message needs to go 
forth to the Russians clearly. It would 
be useful if it went forth in a united 
way from both the administration and 
from the Congress. But we will not 
have any united message because we 
are going to be too busy deciding 
whether there is an anticipatory 
breach by ignoring any negotiations 
and by ignoring the treaty itself. 

Mr. President, I intend to vote in 
favor of the amendment by the Senator 
from Michigan; I hope it is successful. 
If it fails to pass, I believe the Senate 
then will face a major dilemma. I be-
lieve that, unless the problems I have 
outlined above are dealt with, this bill 
faces a bleak future. The administra-
tion is already on record that the 
House version of the Missile Defense 
Act is unacceptable, as is the provision 
in this bill as passed by the committee. 

Thus, the prospects for an outcome 
in conference that will become law are 
indeed bleak unless we make some fun-
damental changes. 

The Senator from Michigan seeks to 
correct the flaws by striking whole sec-
tions. If this approach is shown to be 
unacceptable to a majority of Senators 
present and voting, then the only re-
maining possibility will be to try to 
modify the language. And I will cer-
tainly have an amendment to do that 
after we decide what happens on this 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I have 

worked for many years with my distin-
guished colleague from Georgia, and 
more often than not we have had a 
joinder of views and positions. But on 
this we are strong opponents. 

I was the author of a number of pro-
visions in this bill which are the sub-
ject of the strike of my good friend, the 
Senator from Michigan. 

I vigorously oppose the Senator’s 
amendment. 

Mr. President, it is my understanding 
the administration is orchestrating a 
full court press to defeat the Missile 
Defense Act of 1995 and in particular 
section 238 of that act which was 
known as the Warner amendment dur-
ing our markup. 

I was the author of the previous Mis-
sile Defense Act, and the Missile De-
fense Act of 1995 builds on the act that 
was put in in I believe 1991. 

Therefore, it seems to me that it is a 
logical sequence of legislative steps by 
the Congress to build on the foundation 
that we laid in 1991. 

I have tried for many years together 
with a number of my colleagues 
through many, many legislative initia-
tives to ensure that the men and 
women of the Armed Forces are not 
once again sent into harm’s way unless 
they are provided with the most effec-
tive defenses that not only we can buy 
with the dollars but that we can devise 
with the brains. I wish to emphasize 
that—devise with the brains. 

My basic premise is that successive 
administrations have used the ABM 
Treaty as a means to limit the use of 
the intellectual capacity of the United 
States to develop the most efficient, 
the most cost-effective and the most 
technically sound and reliable systems 
for the defense against short-range bal-
listic missiles. 

We failed in many respects during 
the gulf war. The crude Scud missile 
was utilized by the Iraqi military 
forces not only against the coalition of 
allied military forces but against the 
innocent people, the defenseless people 
of Tel Aviv. 

Israel was not a combatant in the 
gulf war, yet Saddam Hussein rained 
down upon those innocent people the 
Scud missile, not for military purposes 
but solely for terrorist purposes. 

Here we are some several years later 
still wrestling with the fundamental 
question: Are we going to unleash the 
full magnitude of the brains of this Na-
tion, working with other nations, and 
in particular Israel, to devise the finest 
and most technically capable system to 
defend against the short-range missile? 

That is what this is all about—that is 
that section of the strike that goes to 
the Missile Defense Act of 1995. 

Over 30 nations now have short-range 
ballistic missiles—30 nations. Talk 
about the ABM Treaty. The ABM Trea-
ty is between the United States of 
America and the former Soviet Union. 

And at that time in 1972 there was not 
even on a drawing board, so far as any-
body can recall, an idea about a short- 
range system. Today, there are 30 na-
tions with some measure of capability, 
and yet we are sitting here dealing 
with this archaic act, treaty, whatever 
you wish to call it, saying that it 
should stand there as a guardian 
against the ability of this country to 
devise our best systems. 

Seventy-seven nations have cruise 
missiles, the flat trajectory. Many of 
the systems that we are looking at now 
to deter the ballistic missile also have 
a technical capability of being adapted 
to defend against the cruise missile. 

As the gulf war demonstrated, the 
threat such missiles pose to the men 
and women of the Armed Forces is real, 
immediate, and growing. At this very 
moment and while we are debating this 
issue, all across the world are men and 
women of the U.S. Armed Forces on 
watch as a means to deter against at-
tack, many of them within the range of 
the short-range ballistic systems posed 
as a threat by these 30 nations. 

How many recall the incident in the 
gulf war which resulted in the largest 
number of American casualties? It was 
a single Scud missile that landed on a 
barracks killing and wounding the 
greatest number of Americans during 
that war. 

Are we to say to the American peo-
ple, particularly the mothers and fa-
thers, the uncles and aunts, the loved 
ones of those on duty in places 
throughout the world today that this 
could happen once again because the 
United States will not unleash its full 
brain power to devise the best system 
to defend against that type of weapon? 

If you look at the balance between 
the launch pad of a short-range system, 
that is fairly elementary. You can cob-
ble that together. We know that from 
the crude Scud missile system. You can 
put it together. But the defense, the in-
terceptor, the electronics needed to 
bring that missile into the bore sight 
of some weapon, that is many times 
more costly than the launch system. 
But we are going to stand here, if I lis-
tened correctly to the proponents of 
this amendment and once again go 
back to a treaty of 1972 and allow it to 
stand, stand there and block the full 
resources, mental and dollarwise of 
this great Nation to prevent another 
incident like we experienced in the 
gulf. 

In the judgment of this Senator, we 
must accelerate the development and 
deployment of highly effective land- 
and sea-based theater missile systems 
to protect our troops, defenses that are 
not artificially or wrongfully limited, 
constrained by this ABM Treaty. 

Therefore, Mr. President, it was in 
April of this year that I introduced an 
amendment along with dozens of co-
sponsors to clearly establish a policy 
for the United States of America which 
states that the ABM Treaty does not 
apply to short-range theater ballistic 
systems. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:48 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00023 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S03AU5.REC S03AU5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES11250 August 3, 1995 
In effect, this legislation is intended 

to prevent the Clinton administration 
from making the ABM Treaty in effect 
a TMD treaty. That is what is under-
way and has been underway for some 
several years, to take this 1972 treaty 
and somehow wrap it around the short- 
range system. Despite administration 
claims that this provision is unconsti-
tutional, I carefully chose the congres-
sional power of the purse as the vehicle 
to get congressional views on the issue 
of ABM-TMD demarcation, to take 
those into consideration. 

Contrary to the assertion of its crit-
ics, this provision does not prohibit ne-
gotiations with the Russians. I listened 
to this this morning. I cannot believe 
it. That is a weak reed to walk out on, 
I say to the proponents of the Levin 
amendment, a very weak reed to walk 
out on. 

Instead, the provision would in effect 
prohibit the implementation of any re-
sulting agreement which would have 
the effect of making the ABM Treaty a 
TMD treaty. That was the purpose of 
my legislation. I have tried in the past, 
and many others have tried, but to no 
avail to ensure that the Senate of the 
United States would be involved in de-
cisions the administration might make 
in the demarcation negotiations. 

Last year, I sponsored legislation re-
quiring that any international agree-
ment entered into by the President 
that would substantially modify the 
ABM Treaty be submitted to the Sen-
ate for advice and consent pursuant to 
our constitutional authority on trea-
ties. 

Despite that legal requirement, it be-
came clear to me during the adminis-
tration briefings on the demarcation 
issue—and I will say to their credit, 
particularly to a former Senate Armed 
Services staff assistant, Robert Bell, 
there has been considerable consulta-
tion on this demarcation series of ne-
gotiations, but we have not been able 
to present what I regard as a con-
vincing argument. 

I repeat, despite that legal require-
ment of last year, it became clear to 
many of us here in the Senate during 
these briefings on the demarcation 
that the administration had no inten-
tion of submitting any demarcation to 
the U.S. Senate, no intention, despite 
the fact that the administration’s ne-
gotiating position would result in an 
international agreement that would 
impose major new limitations on the 
United States. 

Therefore, many of us saw the need 
to act, and act we did. And as a con-
sequence, we have before us today a 
bill that will give this country needed 
protections. Regrettably, one of our 
colleagues, joined by others, is wishing 
to strike that provision. 

Mr. President, the ABM Treaty was 
never intended to limit or restrict the-
ater missile defense systems. That is 
clear. The administration, in a sense, 
concedes the point. In addition, I had 
the opportunity to discuss this issue 
with two individuals who were inti-

mately involved in the ABM Treaty ne-
gotiations at that period of time, 1972. 
I was privileged to be the Secretary of 
the U.S. Navy and was in Moscow pri-
marily for the purpose of the Incidents 
of the Sea Agreement with the delega-
tion that signed the ABM Treaty. 
These were persons that I had worked 
with for some several years prior there-
to in the Department of Defense. The 
ABM Treaty was not a matter pri-
marily in any respect under the juris-
diction of the military departments. 
But nevertheless, the military depart-
ments, including, of course, the Navy 
Department, had access to the negotia-
tions, the papers, and were asked from 
time to time for views on this issue. 

So I do have a contemporary recol-
lection firsthand of this period of time 
in history. And I went back and talked 
with my former colleague, Dr. John 
Foster, who at that time was the head 
of the research and development sec-
tion in the Department of Defense, an 
eminent scholar, mathematician, phys-
icist. And he reassured me that the 
issue of short-range systems was not a 
product in any respect of the treaty. I 
likewise talked to former Secretary of 
State Henry Kissinger, who was the 
National Security Adviser during that 
period of time. And he also reaffirmed 
just a short time ago that theater mis-
siles were never contemplated during 
the ABM Treaty negotiations. 

Specifically, according to Dr. Kis-
singer, the focus of the negotiation was 
on defenses against intercontinental 
ballistic missiles because they were the 
only systems that were then in exist-
ence. Unfortunately, the administra-
tion appears intent on concluding an 
agreement with the Russians that 
would severely limit the technological 
development and deployment of United 
States theater missile defense systems, 
an agreement that would transform the 
ABM Treaty, in my judgment, into a 
TMD treaty. 

These are examples of what the ad-
ministration has been doing, is table 
proposals; that is, put on the table for 
discussion with the Russians, proposals 
that would accept performance limita-
tions on the TMD systems. The ABM 
Treaty does not even impose perform-
ance limitations on the strategic sys-
tems. 

Second, the administration initially 
accepted a Russian proposal to prohibit 
deployment of the Navy upper-tier sys-
tem, a system that was subsequently 
deemed to be treaty compliant by the 
administration. Initially they put that 
on the table as a proposal. 

The negotiations clearly then and in-
deed now are headed in the wrong di-
rection. In my view, it is time for the 
Congress to act to pave the way for the 
development of the most capable, most 
cost-effective theater missile defense 
system to protect the lives of the men 
and women of our Armed Forces. My 
legislation does just that. It would pro-
hibit the obligation or expenditure of 
any funds by any official of the Federal 
Government for the purposes of pre-

scribing, enforcing or implementing 
any Executive order, regulation or pol-
icy that would apply the ABM Treaty 
or any limitation or obligation under 
such treaty to research, development, 
testing or deployment of a theater mis-
sile defense system, upgrade or compo-
nent. The standard which I have used 
in this legislation to define the demar-
cation line between antiballistic mis-
sile defenses are limited by the ABM 
Treaty. 

Let me repeat that. The standard 
which was used in this legislation and 
adopted by the Senate Armed Services 
Committee to define the demarcation 
line between antiballistic missile de-
fenses which are limited by the ABM 
Treaty and theater missile defenses 
which are not so limited by the treaty, 
is the one, the very one used by the ad-
ministration at the beginning of the 
demarcation negotiations in November 
1993. That is, a missile defense system 
which is covered by the ABM Treaty is 
defined as a missile defense system 
that has been field tested against a bal-
listic missile with, one, a range of more 
than 3,500 kilometers, or, two, a max-
imum velocity of more than 5 kilo-
meters per second. 

Put simply, if a missile defense sys-
tem does not have a demonstrated 
field-tested capability to counter inter-
continental ballistic systems, it should 
not be limited in any way by the ABM 
Treaty. Without this legislation, Mr. 
President—I acknowledge that the cur-
rent occupant of the chair was a most 
valuable participant in drawing up this 
legislation—without this legislation, 
Mr. President, the Senate will have no 
role to play in an international agree-
ment which will impose major new ob-
ligations and restrictions on the mili-
tary capabilities of the United States. 
This is an issue which is vital to our 
national security and which can be ig-
nored no longer. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a brief question? 

Mr. WARNER. Yes. Two sentences, 
and then I will be happy to yield. We 
will no doubt debate this issue at 
length, as we are doing right now. And 
I welcome the debate, and I urge all to 
support those who seek to defeat the 
amendment by our distinguished col-
league from Michigan. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. NUNN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia. 
Mr. NUNN. I cannot speak for the 

Senator from Michigan. Of course, he is 
on the floor to speak for himself. 

What I hear the Senator from Vir-
ginia say is his main purpose is to pro-
tect the theater missile defense sys-
tems and to have a demarcation point 
of definition between those systems 
and the strategic systems that would 
be affected by the ABM Treaty. Assum-
ing that is the Senator’s main objec-
tive, it seems to me we can reach some 
agreement on this because that is not 
the language that gives me the prob-
lem. I do not think it is the language 
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that gives the Senator from Michigan 
the problem. It is all language that ba-
sically states we are going to deploy 
national missile defenses with multiple 
sites without any negotiation and 
without any regard to the ABM Treaty, 
which has nothing to do with theater 
missiles. That is all strategic and it is 
all clearly involved with the ABM 
Treaty. 

But if the Senator’s main goal is to 
protect the theater missile defense sys-
tem and have a demarcation more than 
a definition, as long as there is some 
flexibility for the administration so 
that there is not an absolute ruling out 
of any administration efforts—because 
somebody has got to negotiate this de-
marcation point no matter what we 
say—if that is the Senator’s goal, I 
agree with him on the demarcation 
point. I think that is a very sensible 
point. If that is the Senator’s goal, 
then there is no reason we cannot find 
a way, whatever happens on the Levin 
amendment, to deal with this lan-
guage, because that is not the language 
we are trying to take out of this bill. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, in 
reply, that is encouraging to hear the 
views from my distinguished colleague. 
The Levin amendment, nevertheless, 
strikes the Missile Defense Act of 1995, 
which in turn incorporated in the com-
mittee markup the Warner provision, 
which I have just addressed. 

Do I understand that there is some 
thought about amending the Levin 
amendment to—— 

Mr. LEVIN. No. 
Mr. NUNN. I think the Senator from 

Michigan stated—— 
Mr. LEVIN. I want to go through the 

language of the amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan is recognized. 
Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair and 

apologize for jumping in without being 
recognized. 

My amendment strikes the language 
in the bill which commits us to deploy 
a system which clearly violates the 
ABM Treaty. It leaves the language 
about deploying as soon as possible 
highly effective theater missile de-
fenses. That is in the bill. It is left in 
the bill. I was surprised to hear the 
Senator from Virginia say the issue 
here is whether we want to deploy the-
ater missile defenses. Boy, that is not 
the language we are after. We left that 
language in there. 

Section 233 says: 
It is the policy of the United States— 
(1) deploy as soon as possible highly effec-

tive theater missile defenses capable of coun-
tering existing and emerging theater bal-
listic missiles; 

We did not touch that. It is the next 
paragraph we touched. The next para-
graph says it is the policy of the 
United States: 

(2) deploy a multiple-site national missile 
defense system. . . 

Which I am absolutely confident my 
friend from Virginia will agree that a 
multiple-site national missile defense 
system is inconsistent with the ABM 

Treaty, just as I concede that the ABM 
Treaty does not prohibit theater mis-
sile defenses. It does not and we should 
proceed to deploy those, and we are. 

By the way, General Shalikashvili 
says the ABM Treaty does not con-
strain our development of theater mis-
sile defenses. He said in his letter to 
me ‘‘the progress on these programs’’— 
referring to theater missile defenses— 
‘‘is not restricted by a lack of a demar-
cation agreement.’’ 

Just as I would be the first to con-
cede, indeed proclaim, that the ABM 
Treaty does not restrict theater mis-
sile defenses, I hope my friend from 
Virginia will agree that his language in 
section 233(2) that it is a policy to de-
ploy a multiple-site national defense 
system that would violate the treaty 
unless the treaty were amended. We 
are seeking to try to amend this trea-
ty. Yes, theater missile defenses are 
not constrained by the ABM Treaty, 
nor should they be, nor are they. But it 
is the language in subparagraph (2) 
that makes it the policy to deploy a 
multiple-site national defense system 
which clearly violates the ABM Treaty, 
which is the first target of the amend-
ment. 

So we leave in the theater defense 
language in subparagraph (1). We do 
not touch that. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator address section 238? 

Mr. LEVIN. I will be happy to. 
Mr. WARNER. That is the provision 

of the Senator from Virginia, and that 
is subject to the strike. 

Mr. LEVIN. It is the bill that I am 
addressing in three different places. In 
section 238—— 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, that is 
the subject of the amendment of the 
Senator from Virginia and the subject 
I just covered in my floor remarks. 
Looking at the Senator’s amendment 
at the desk, in section 3, it says ‘‘to 
strike section 238 which establishes a 
unilateral interpretation of the ABM 
Treaty and prohibits treaty compliance 
efforts.’’ 

Mr. LEVIN. Section 238 does estab-
lish the dividing line between long- 
range and short-range missiles. It does 
it unilaterally, it does it in law. The 
reason that that is inappropriate is 
these are the subject of negotiations 
now, should be the subject of negotia-
tions. If the Duma established a range 
of 4,000 kilometers for a short-range 
missile, I think the Senator from Vir-
ginia would be on his feet saying, 
‘‘What, the Russian legislative body is 
unilaterally determining what is a 
short-range system and they said 4,000 
kilometers? What is going on? We 
thought this was the subject of nego-
tiations, this is bad faith. You have a 
Russian legislative body unilaterally 
saying 4,000 kilometers?’’ 

Yes, we should not be establishing in 
law—in law—the demarcation line be-
tween the two when two things are 
true: One is the subject of ongoing ne-
gotiations and two, and this is criti-
cally important, is that General 

Shalikashvili told us that the absence 
of a demarcation line, having been 
agreed to, is not a constraint on the re-
search and development of the theater 
missiles that we all support. In other 
words, it is not constraining us. So for 
us to prematurely, unilaterally have 
the Congress say this is the demarca-
tion line between long-range and short- 
range does great mischief in terms of 
reaching an agreement with the Rus-
sians on a bilateral basis and militarily 
does not achieve anything for us be-
cause the absence of a demarcation 
line is not constraining the research 
and development of theater missiles. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a brief question and 
observation? 

Mr. LEVIN. I will be happy to. 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I think it 

is important, and I state this only for 
my own view and the Senator from 
Michigan can respond. There is a dif-
ference in making a finding and saying 
that this is where the Congress thinks 
the demarcation line ought to be and 
passing a line saying this is the way it 
is. Passing a law knocks out the execu-
tive branch of Government, if they sign 
the law and if it is constitutional, in 
any kind of negotiation. So you do not 
even have the ability under this bill, 
the way I read it now, for the President 
to say to the Russians or his Ambas-
sador to say to the Russians, this is 
what the Senate passed. I believe the 
bill is so sweeping in its denial of exec-
utive authority to have any negotia-
tions on this point that I do not think 
they would be able to inform the Rus-
sian Duma or the Russian leadership, 
Yeltsin and others, as to what the Sen-
ate did. 

If the Senator wants to say this is 
where we think the line ought to be, 
and this is what we believe the admin-
istration ought to negotiate with the 
Russians, and this is what we think the 
Russians ought to accept, or these are 
the sensible findings we make, that 
would be a totally different matter. It 
is when you put it in law so it knocks 
out not only the Russians from having 
any say whatsoever in it, no negotia-
tions, no say, no response, it knocks 
out even the President and the execu-
tive branch. 

First of all, I do not think this will 
become law, but if it does, you will 
have almost an absurd situation. In 
fact, there is some language in here 
that is so broad that it might be inter-
preted if this became law to preclude 
the U.S. Senate from even debating it 
again. It says no Federal official. We 
are Federal officials, last time I got my 
paycheck. We are included in that, too. 
We cannot even talk about it once it is 
passed. 

I think the Senator’s language goes 
much further than the Senator’s in-
tent. That is what I think we need to 
work on, and if we can make findings 
on demarcation and urge the President 
forward and urge him to take this posi-
tion, then I believe we can reach some 
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consensus. It is the law part of it that 
bothers me. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I 
may reply—— 

Mr. NUNN. I believe I was to ask a 
question. That is a question mark at 
the end. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
INHOFE). The Chair observes the Sen-
ator from Michigan has the floor. 

Mr. LEVIN. I will be happy to yield 
to the Senator from Virginia to answer 
the question without losing my right 
to the floor. 

Mr. WARNER. The three of us who 
are now engaged in debate and, indeed, 
the occupant of the chair and others 
have been in the briefings on the nego-
tiations of this demarcation issue. 

As I said in my remarks, it was the 
fear that the administration would not 
come back to the U.S. Senate for ‘‘ad-
vise and consent’’ that has required 
this Senator and others to take this ac-
tion. We cannot sit here knowingly, al-
lowing the administration to go forth 
with a demarcation which would, in 
our collective judgment, not be in the 
best interest of this country, and the 
only way we would have a means to ex-
press that would be through the advice- 
and-consent procedure. And the admin-
istration, very forthrightly, said they 
would not bring it back. And that is 
the reason we acted. 

Mr. KYL. Will the Senator yield to 
me for 1 minute? 

Mr. LEVIN. Yes. 
Mr. KYL. I want to add to the com-

ments of the Senator from Virginia 
that at least some of us on this side 
have sent no fewer than five letters to 
the President on this subject asking to 
be consulted and advised, suggesting 
that the administration, frankly, was 
going too far in these discussions with 
the Russians and asked him not to do 
so. 

As the Senator from Virginia just 
noted, one of the reasons for finally 
putting the language in the bill is that 
our entreaties have gone unheeded, the 
administration has gone forward. This 
is apparently the only way we can get 
their attention. We had 50 Senators, all 
Republicans, urging the administration 
not to go forward, and they did so any-
way. That is the reason for finally act-
ing in a legislative way. 

I thank the Senator. 
Mr. LEVIN. As the Senator from 

Georgia said, it is very different to give 
a recommendation to the President, 
which is one thing. To put into law 
what we believe the demarcation line 
is unilaterally, saying that the Presi-
dent cannot deviate from it, and he 
cannot negotiate even an improvement 
from our perspective. By the way, this 
language even goes beyond that. This 
language literally, when you read it, 
would prevent an official of the United 
States from stopping a test which vio-
lates this demarcation line by its own 
terms. In other words, let us assume 
that we were testing an ABM system 
against a missile that had a range of 
4,000 kilometers. This language says 

that until it is flight tested, this prohi-
bition is in place. That is what the lan-
guage says. The Senator from Virginia 
and I have worked a long time on lots 
of bills together. But this language vio-
lates common sense because you could 
not even stop a test from occurring, 
which, by the terms of this bill, vio-
lates the ABM Treaty. That is how ex-
treme this language is. 

I yield the floor at this point. 
Mr. WARNER. I will be very brief. 

The Senator from Michigan put in a 
letter of the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs, General Shalikashvili. I wish to 
put in the RECORD at this point in our 
colloquy my reply to General 
Shalikashvili and in the spirit of total 
fairness, again his reply back to my 
letter. Clearly, we disagree. 

I would like to read one paragraph to 
the Senator. I said to the general: 

Unfortunately, that is exactly what is hap-
pening. Our ongoing TMD efforts—in par-
ticular THAAD and Navy Upper Tier—have 
been artificially limited by ABM Treaty con-
siderations. For example, neither system has 
been allowed to incorporate space-based sen-
sors because of concerns that the use of such 
sensors would not be ABM Treaty-compliant. 
This despite the fact that all of the military 
experts with whom I have consulted have as-
sured me that we could develop and deploy 
more cost-effective and technically capable 
TMD systems if such systems incorporated 
space-based elements. 

Mr. President, that is it, clear and 
simple. It is right there. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
those letters printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, July 18, 1995. 

Gen. JOHN M. SHALIKASHVILI, USA, 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, Washington, 

DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to 

your June 28 letter to Senator LEVIN con-
cerning the impact of the ‘‘Warner Amend-
ment,’’ which prohibits the application of 
the ABM Treaty to U.S. theater missile de-
fense systems. 

I introduced this amendment in April with 
only one goal in mind—to rapidly provide 
the brave men and women of the Armed 
Forces with the most technically advanced, 
cost-effective theater missile defense sys-
tems which the United States is capable of 
producing. As you well know, over 30 nations 
currently possess short-range ballistic mis-
siles. The Gulf War demonstrated that such 
missiles pose a threat to our troops which is 
real, immediate and growing. 

In my view, work on defenses against these 
missiles should not in any way be con-
strained by restrictive and erroneous inter-
pretations of the ABM Treaty—a Treaty 
which was never intended to limit or restrict 
theater missile defenses. 

I was there, General, in Moscow in May 
1972 when this Treaty was signed. Further, as 
Secretary of the Navy, I knew and had access 
to the people conducting the negotiations 
and preparing the working papers for those 
negotiations. I have since—recently—spoken 
with some of thee people to confirm that 
short-range systems were not the subject of 
their work. The ABM Treaty was intended 
only to apply to strategic, long-range sys-
tems. It should not now be stretched to cover 
the short-range, or theater, systems. 

Unfortunately, that is exactly what is hap-
pening. Our on-going TMD efforts—in par-

ticular THAAD and Navy Upper Tier—have 
been artificially limited by ABM Treaty con-
siderations. For example, neither system has 
been allowed to incorporate space-based sen-
sors because of concerns that the use of such 
sensors would not be Treaty-compliant. This 
despite the fact that all of the military ex-
perts with whom I have consulted have as-
sured me that we could develop and deploy 
more cost-effective and technically capable 
TMD systems if such systems incorporated 
space-based elements. And I might add that 
this is not a new problem. This course was 
followed by previous administrations as well 
as the current one. 

My amendment establishes a clear demar-
cation line between anti-ballistic missile de-
fenses which are limited by the ABM Treaty, 
and theater missile defenses which are not. 
The demarcation standard which I selected 
for my amendment is the one used by the 
Clinton Administration at the beginning of 
the demarcation talks in November 1993, and 
one that was accepted by the Russians at 
that time. It is a standard which, to my 
knowledge, has not been disputed by either 
party to the negotiations. 

Contrary to the assertion in your letter, 
my amendment does not prohibit the Admin-
istration from conducting demarcation nego-
tiations with the Russians. Instead, the 
amendment would, in effect, prohibit the im-
plementation of any agreement which might 
result from those negotiations which would 
have the effect of making the ABM Treaty a 
TMD Treaty. To remain on solid Constitu-
tional grounds, I carefully chose the Con-
gress’ power of the purse as the vehicle to 
ensure that Congressional views on this issue 
are taken into consideration. 

I, and many of my colleagues, have grave 
reservations about the direction the Admin-
istration has been pursuing in the demarca-
tion talks with Russia. It appears that the 
Administration is intent on concluding an 
agreement with the Russians that would se-
verely limit the technological development 
and deployment of a U.S. theater missile de-
fense system. For example, reportedly over 
the objections of senior military officers, the 
Administration earlier this year tabled a 
proposal which would impose performance 
limitations on our theater missile defense 
systems, and accepted a Russian proposal to 
prohibit the deployment of the Navy Upper 
Tier system—a system that was subse-
quently deemed to be Treaty-compliant by 
the DoD. The negotiations are clearly headed 
in the wrong direction. A change of course is 
in order. 

Your letter mentioned the potential im-
pact my amendment might have on Russian 
ratification of START II. I might point out 
that START II Treaty ratification by the 
Russian Duma is in doubt for reasons having 
nothing to do with the ABM Treaty or U.S. 
theater missile defense efforts. Put simply, 
many Russians do not want to give up their 
multiple warhead ICBMs, as called for under 
START II. We must not hold our TMD efforts 
hostage to Russian threats concerning 
START II ratification, or any other issue. 

While I share your desire to maintain a 
good security relationship with the Rus-
sians, I am not willing to sacrifice vital and 
legitimate U.S. defense efforts in the inter-
est of that security relationship. 

I think you would agree with me that our 
goal should be to provide our troops with the 
best defenses that our technical experts are 
capable of producing. I believe that my 
amendment advances that goal. 

Thank you for your attention. 
Sincerely, 

JOHN WARNER. 
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THE CHAIRMAN, 

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF, 
Washington, DC, August 2, 1995. 

Hon. JOHN WARNER, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR WARNER: Thank you for 
your letter and strong support of efforts to 
protect US troops from the theater missile 
threat. The explanation and clarification of 
the intent and effect of your amendment are 
sincerely appreciated. 

Since the beginning of the demarcation 
discussions, the first priority of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff has been protecting US 
troops. I share the view that the ABM Treaty 
was never intended to limit theater missile 
defenses, and agreed to an initial demarca-
tion approach to the Russians based on the 
standard specified in your amendment. As 
you note, the Russians appeared to accept 
the limiting parameters of 3500 km and 5 km/ 
sec for testing against theater ballistic mis-
siles, but pushed for interceptor performance 
limits as well. 

In June 1994, in an effort to each early, ac-
ceptable demarcation agreement, some lim-
its on interceptor velocity were proposed by 
the United States. As negotiations pro-
gressed, a subsequent proposal for an interim 
agreement which would have deferred some 
unresolved issues—such as deployment of 
Navy Upper Tier—was also proposed. The 
Russians rejected both US approaches. 

The May 1995 Joint Summit Statement 
was an effort to move the negotiations away 
from technical parameters back to a set of 
principles which would preserve both the 
ABM Treaty and our ability to test and de-
ploy needed theater missile defenses. The 
latest US negotiating position was based on 
that joint statement and was intended as 
just the sort of ‘‘change of course’’ you sug-
gest. 

The Chiefs and I have been fully involved 
in developing US positions and have never 
lost sight of our first responsibility to pro-
tect US forces. We are unanimous in our 
commitment to develop and field highly ca-
pable theater missile defense systems. While 
cueing from space-based sensors has yet to 
be incorporated into those systems, this is 
currently in our plans. 

With regard to broader security issues, the 
linkage between the ABM Treaty and 
START II has been stressed repeatedly by 
the Russians with US military representa-
tives in many fora, including discussions 
with members of the Duma. While there are, 
of course, other factors at play in the Duma 
considerations, one must assume that unilat-
eral US legislation could harm prospects for 
START II ratification and probably impact 
our broader security relationship as well. 

In closing, the priority goal has been to 
provide the US Armed Forces with best de-
fenses technical experts are capable of pro-
ducing. But we also seek to reconcile re-
quirements for protection from theater bal-
listic missiles with further strengthening of 
the framework of strategic stability, includ-
ing strategic arms reduction and the ABM 
Treaty. We are working to achieve both 
these goals. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN M. SHALIKASHVILI, 

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the amendment to strike the 
missile defense provisions in the bill, 
because, if passed as is, I think this 
language will greatly complicate the 
work of our military and of our dip-
lomats in the years ahead. I have been 
interested to hear that one of the rea-
sons we have this in the bill, appar-

ently, is because we have sent a num-
ber of letters, or some Members have 
sent a number of letters to the Presi-
dent, and did not get a response. They 
either got no response or one they did 
not like, so they decided to put it in 
legislation. 

I can only say that I think taking 
that kind of action, when the leader-
ship, in negotiating treaties and in see-
ing they are adhered to, is a function of 
the executive branch, does not ring 
very strongly with me, because I can 
remember—I could probably go back to 
the files and bring out a dozen or more 
letters I wrote during the Reagan ad-
ministration, during those 8 years and 
during the 4 years of the Bush adminis-
tration, and I may have gotten re-
sponses to some of those but certainly 
not to all of them. That did not mean 
to me that I took over what the con-
stitutional powers of the President are 
and put into law things that would 
have tried to put my view into law, as 
opposed to what treaty requirements 
were or what treaties had been nego-
tiated. 

I say further that I think we are, ob-
viously, talking a lot here about the 
demarcation between theater missile 
defense and national missile defense. 
That is a legitimate thing to try and 
work out. But to take over and unilat-
erally on the part of the Congress de-
fine language that would change the 
ABM Treaty or have that potential, I 
think, is wrong. I think we have to 
tread very carefully when we do that. 

I think this could possibly harm our 
efforts to proceed with nuclear arms 
reduction, not just with Russia, when 
we try and negotiate these things with 
China, Britain, and France. It will 
raise new threats to the global nuclear 
nonproliferation regime, especially its 
cornerstone, the Nuclear Nonprolifera-
tion Treaty, NPT. It could establish an 
extremely undesirable new method for 
unilaterally reinterpreting treaties, 
thus setting up a precedent that will 
obviously be used against us in the 
years ahead. 

I think it could establish programs 
that would cost us a fortune. It could 
divert money from military needs that 
are, in my opinion, much more vital to 
the country and ultimately leave 
America substantially no safer as a re-
sult. It tramples on the President’s 
constitutional responsibilities as Com-
mander in Chief and as the individual 
in charge of American foreign policy. 
In short, I think this would be a very 
bad mistake for this country. 

I would like to begin with a few com-
ments about the general level of par-
tisanship that we have seen from the 
proponents of these provisions on the 
ABM Treaty. I hasten to add that I 
think missile defense should not be a 
partisan affair. All Americans under-
stand that (a), the national interest 
may require the deployment of U.S. 
forces in unstable areas around the 
world. This bill contains some very un-
desirable features, I feel, that, if en-
acted, could greatly complicate the 

work of our military and our diplomats 
in the years ahead. 

Let me talk about ballistic missile 
defense. So (a), the national interest 
may require deployment of U.S. forces 
in unstable regions around the world; 
and (b), these forces may be the targets 
of missile attacks, including missiles 
delivering weapons of mass destruc-
tion; and (c), such forces must be pro-
tected. That is something I am sure we 
can all agree on. 

Now, though the committee has ap-
proved many of the administration’s 
requested theater missile defense 
projects, the majority’s refusal to yield 
on several controversial proposals deal-
ing with key missile defense issues 
gives these proposals the quality of 
partisan ultimata rather than a sound 
foundation for policy. In other words, 
it is either or else. 

Similarly, the bill’s heavy emphasis 
on investing in expensive hardware for 
missile defense detracts from an equal-
ly, if not more important, goal: Pur-
suing means to reduce the numbers and 
performance characteristics of offen-
sive missiles that may be fired against 
us in theater conflicts. This goal typi-
cally requires significant improve-
ments in export controls, intelligence 
capabilities, analytic capabilities for 
the conduct of arms control and non-
proliferation verification activities, 
better coordination between our mili-
tary and our diplomats and other such 
means. 

The committee, however, is placing 
inordinate reliance upon technical 
fixes to counter missile attacks, rather 
than strengthening efforts to slow our 
halt of the proliferation of such mis-
siles in the first place. This position is 
unfortunate, since the latter will ulti-
mately prove to be a better investment 
of scarce taxpayers’ dollars. 

With respect to the missile defense 
provisions the bill does support, many 
of these would considerably erode the 
stable consensus that exists to support 
ballistic missile defense efforts, would 
jeopardize both antiballistic missile, 
ABM and START II treaties, usurp the 
President’s constitutional powers with 
respect to the conduct of foreign rela-
tions and the performance of the role 
of Commander in Chief, or otherwise 
erode, rather than enhance, U.S. na-
tional security. 

These conclusions, to me, follow from 
an examination of the following provi-
sions of the bill: First, the bill man-
dates, as a statutory policy objective, 
an action that would violate the ABM 
Treaty. It establishes a policy of de-
ploying a multiple-site national mis-
sile defense network by the year 2003. 
That is in violation. 

Second, the majority places into U.S. 
law a formal definition of an ABM-per-
missible ballistic missile defense sys-
tem. We can justifiably assume, as the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
Gen. John Shalikashvili, has warned, 
any such statutory definition could 
jeopardize prospects for early ratifica-
tion of the START II Treaty in the 
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Russian Parliament and negatively im-
pact our broader security relationship 
with Russia. 

It seems only prudent that before the 
Congress ventures off with a unilateral 
interpretation of a major bilateral 
arms control accord, we should con-
sider very carefully several implica-
tions of such an action. 

They would include: Is this the type 
of precedent we wish to establish as a 
basis for treaty interpretation? Do we 
want to set an example that can lead 
the Duma to legislate its own preferred 
definitions of vital terms of Russia’s 
arms control and disarmament trea-
ties? 

In other words, what if the Russian 
Duma, what if we had word coming 
through or had pictures on TV this 
evening on the news that the Russian 
Duma is unilaterally deciding to put a 
new interpretation into the ABM Trea-
ty. What would we do? I know what we 
would do. We would think the whole 
thing is null and void if they went 
ahead and legislated preferred defini-
tions of vital terms of Russia’s arms 
control and disarmament treaties. 

If Russia deployed enough ballistic 
missile defense sites containing mis-
siles just falling below the dictated 
threshold, could they collectively ac-
quire an ability to counter United 
States strategic nuclear forces? What 
will be the reactions of China and other 
powers if the United States moves 
away from its ballistic missile defense 
restraints? 

I point out that these agreements are 
hammered out word by word by word 
over agonizingly long negotiations. 
The ABM Treaty was no exception to 
that. To change some of that wording, 
or to change an interpretation of it 
unilaterally, means that our word in 
any other treaty that we might have 
with any other place around the 
world—whether China, Russia, wher-
ever—is not going to be looked at as 
being worth very much. 

While the committee majority has 
raised the specter of structural nuclear 
disarmament—a term that is supposed 
to describe our alleged inability to ex-
pand our nuclear arsenal in the event 
of future threats—it ironically ignores 
completely the effects on our deterrent 
force of releasing Russia from the trea-
ty obligations that prevent it from ac-
quiring a national missile defense ca-
pability. 

The Russians are not going to just 
stand by and see us reinterpret that 
treaty without feeling free to go their 
own way. They will no longer be bound 
by that agreement that was hammered 
out over a long period of time. 

So, if the opponents in the ongoing 
missile defense debate have their way, 
and that ‘‘fearsome beast,’’ the ABM 
Treaty, is finally slain, the credibility 
of America’s strategic missile forces 
would almost immediately be called 
into question as Russia begins to de-
ploy its own large-scale national mis-
sile defense force. 

What would prevent them from doing 
it? Certainly not the treaty that we 

would have violated at the time. It 
seems to me, if the majority is truly 
interested in avoiding this structural 
nuclear disarmament, as it is called, it 
should do all it can to ensure that U.S. 
nuclear deterrent retains its credi-
bility. This is exactly what the ABM 
Treaty helps to achieve, by barring 
Russia from creating its own national 
strategic missile defense system. 

The treaty accomplishes this, more-
over, without the need for a diplomati-
cally and financially costly expansion 
of our offensive nuclear capabilities. 
So-called deficit hawks in Congress 
today should, therefore, love the ABM 
Treaty, not revile it. It works to pre-
serve our deterrent and saves plenty of 
money at the same time. One of the es-
timates by CBO has indicated that 
even a partial national missile defense 
system would cost about $48 billion, at 
a time when we really do not need it, 
as testimony and as the letters from 
the Secretary of Defense and Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff have indi-
cated. 

I am afraid our colleagues in the ma-
jority, however, have turned a collec-
tive blind eye to these considerations. 
They appear to believe that unilateral 
United States actions to ensure against 
our own national missile vulnerability 
will instantly translate into a safer 
America and not lead Russia to reduce 
its vulnerability to our own strategic 
missile attacks. 

In its enthusiasm not to miss an op-
portunity to bash the ABM Treaty, the 
majority is urging a course of action 
that can weaken our nuclear deterrent 
capability, can stimulate an offensive 
nuclear arms race, and eventually fun-
nel tens or hundreds of billions of dol-
lars into elaborate strategic national 
missile defense schemes, none of which, 
of course, will ever free American citi-
zens from risk of nuclear attack. 

The bill seems to enshrine into law 
what is known as the fallacy of the last 
move, which holds that any increment 
in our own security will take place 
without any detrimental side effects. I 
lose a lot more sleep over the side ef-
fects than I do over the slogan of 
‘‘structural nuclear disarmament.’’ 

The Oklahoma City and World Trade 
Center bombings, coupled with the 
Tokyo gas attacks should serve as a so-
bering reminder that weapons of mass 
destruction can be delivered by a vari-
ety of means other than missiles. It 
does not mean we are not concerned 
about missiles. We are. Furthermore, 
our intelligence officials have repeat-
edly testified the United States will 
not face a new missile threat until 
sometime in the next century. 

The Director of the Defense Intel-
ligence Agency, Lt. Gen. James Clap-
per, testified before the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence last January: 
‘‘We see no interest in or capability of 
any new country reaching the conti-
nental United States with a long-range 
missile for at least the next decade.’’ 

We should not permit a fixation with 
delivery systems to distract our atten-

tion from the important goal of halting 
the proliferation of nuclear, biological, 
and chemical weapons. 

Third, the majority voted down on a 
straight party vote a proposal by Sen-
ator LEVIN to ensure that America’s 
theater missile defense systems will 
not be given strategic antiballistic 
missile capabilities, a proposal that 
was essentially a restatement of exist-
ing law, existing law under the ABM 
Treaty. 

Fourth, the majority insisted on al-
most doubling the size of the adminis-
tration’s request for national missile 
defense projects, despite the majority’s 
complete inability to identify any new 
foreign threat against which such a de-
fense would be directed. 

I do not believe that a highly conjec-
tural North Korean missile threat to 
the Aleutian Islands sometime in the 
21st century is sufficient grounds for 
America to abandon the ABM Treaty. I 
doubt North Korea will even manage to 
survive as a country by that time. It 
may not, anyway. 

Furthermore, there is a fundamental 
contradiction in the majority’s willing-
ness to write a blank check on behalf 
of national missile defense and yet 
apply the sternest possible accounting 
standards for the more modest sums 
that we authorized elsewhere in this 
bill to such programs as humanitarian 
assistance and foreign disaster relief. 

I would add, the systems we are talk-
ing about have yet to be invented. We 
made some progress in setting up sys-
tems, or doing some research in years 
past, but to mandate at this point we 
will have any of these systems by the 
year 2003, which is what is in the sys-
tems we are proposing here, is wishful 
thinking. Some of the claims under 
star wars were made back some years 
ago. I talked to the people at the Pen-
tagon who were working in these areas, 
who had some confidence in those sys-
tems, or said they did. I thought some 
of the claims were so preposterous I 
went out to some of the laboratories 
where work was going on on the so- 
called star wars system. The scientists 
who were working on the systems out 
there almost laughed about some of the 
claims being made on star wars at that 
time. It was not just a matter of hav-
ing the money to deploy, to cut the 
hardware and deploy it. We had not yet 
invented the systems. Yet we are talk-
ing about now we can set up a national 
missile defense system, just a partial 
one, for $48 billion, with equipment 
that has yet to be invented and cer-
tainly should not be deployed on a 
timetable between now and the year 
2003. Within 8 years, we are supposed to 
now have this and it has to be de-
ployed. And that is ridiculous. 

Star wars before was talking about 
deformable laser mirrors, 12 feet 
across, that could take lasers of a 
power not yet invented, and focus it on 
a spot out there several hundred miles 
in space the size of a golf ball. At least 
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the first step would be to focus it on a 
mirror in space that could be deformed, 
then focus it in turn on a spot the size 
of a golf ball several hundred miles 
away on a missile coming up at a 
changing rate of speed, and keep it fo-
cused on that area. We do not have the 
computer capacity nor the technology 
yet developed to enable us to do some 
of those things that were claimed years 
ago. 

Now we are saying we have some dif-
ferent systems. But those systems are 
anything but proven and are anything 
but systems that should be set up on a 
time schedule that would have to be in 
place by law by the year 2003. 

What do we think the Soviets would 
be doing all this same time? I know 
what the Duma would probably do, our 
counterpart over there in Russia. The 
Duma probably is going to say, OK, if 
all bets are off on the ABM Treaty, 
then the very first thing we are going 
to do is put all the coordinates back in 
on American targets we just took out 
of our missiles in agreement with the 
Americans, back just a few months 
ago. To me, that would be very silly if 
we did anything that might lead them 
into that kind of activity. 

Yet, if the Russians were doing the 
same thing we are debating here today, 
I can guarantee the first thing I would 
be doing on the floor would be demand-
ing we put their coordinates back in 
our missiles if they were advocating 
abrogating the ABM Treaty and de-
ploying a missile defense system that 
neither side thought we needed to de-
ploy. 

Much has been written about the 
dangers of new isolationism as a for-
eign policy doctrine. Its companion in 
defense policy I guess would be called a 
fortress America. Nothing is more re-
flective of this doctrine than the cur-
rent bill’s fundamentally misguided 
policy approaches on nuclear testing 
and the ABM Treaty. 

So I am still hopeful a new biparti-
sanship will emerge in the years ahead, 
however, behind policies that reflect a 
greater awareness of the costs of a 
modern national defense, a greater sen-
sitivity to international reactions to 
U.S. defense actions, greater apprecia-
tion of the unexploited potential that 
lies in creative international solutions 
to security problems, and a greater em-
phasis on preventing proliferation 
rather than trying to manage it. If we 
abrogate the ABM Treaty or put lan-
guage in here, in this legislation, or 
permit language to stay in that allows 
the Duma, in its own right, to start re-
interpreting the ABM Treaty, then I do 
not see any option but what we are 
into an arms race again. Just as we 
spent probably most of the past decade 
taking some of those dangers down, re-
ducing our arms, taking the targeting 
out of our missiles and the Soviets 
took it out—the Russians took it out of 
their missiles, I think we are in danger 
of reversing this whole direction, this 
trend that has been set in place over 
the past 10 years, and to cope with a 

threat that is not out there, by the 
best testimony we have from the Sec-
retary of Defense and the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and spend a 
lot of money in the whole process, $48 
billion for a very limited defense sys-
tem that will not be a full national 
missile defense. It would be, basically, 
a missile defense that covers five 
States. 

So I support the change proposed by 
the Senator from Michigan. I hope our 
colleagues will look at this very, very 
carefully. If we are to put into law 
something that encourages the ABM 
Treaty to be questioned and the Sovi-
ets to have less confidence in the 
American willingness to abide by that 
treaty, I think we will have made a 
drastic mistake in the Senate of the 
United States. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader. 
ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. DOLE. I will just take a minute. 
I want to see if we cannot get agree-
ment on time here. We have been on 
this amendment since 11 o’clock. I have 
been listening to people ask for time 
agreements. We are not even close to a 
time agreement. 

This bill is dying on the floor. This 
may be a very important amendment, 
but we intend to complete action on 
this bill by tomorrow night or I do not 
see when it comes up again. Because 
Friday—Saturday we will do appropria-
tions bills, maybe one or two appro-
priations bills. Maybe late Saturday 
afternoon we can start on welfare re-
form, and then late in the week take 
up the defense appropriations bill. 

If we want to pass the DOD bill we 
have to have cooperation. If we do not 
want to pass it, I assume we can take 
6 or 7 hours on this amendment. It has 
been 21⁄2 hours. 

Is there any indication, any willing-
ness to enter into a time agreement at 
this point? The Senator from Michi-
gan—— 

Mr. LEVIN. If that is addressed to 
me, we are very willing to enter into a 
time agreement. Two Senators who 
wanted to speak have already spoken. 
There is one now who says he is willing 
to give up his time. I am adding it up 
and I will come up with a figure in 
about 2 minutes, now. 

Mr. DOLE. I will just wait until the 
Senator adds it up. If we do not get it 
now, it may be another hour. 

TITLE 31 
Mr. KYL. Will the majority leader 

yield so I may make an announcement 
on behalf of Senator THURMOND? This is 
a very important announcement for all 
Members of the Senate. Senator THUR-
MOND and Senator DOMENICI propose to 
offer a substitute amendment to title 
31 of Senate bill 1026. This amendment 
contains numerous changes. In order to 
allow all Senators an opportunity to 
review it, copies of the amendment will 
be available in the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee. 

I thank the majority leader for yield-
ing. 

Mr. NUNN. I believe, if I may just 
add to the statement of my colleague 
from Arizona, that is the energy sec-
tion of the bill that has been worked on 
for 2 or 3 days. 

Mr. KYL. That is correct. 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, when the 
Senator from Michigan adds the time 
there, we may want some time on the 
other side of the amendment. Hopefully 
not as much. I do not think it would 
take as much. 

Mr. LEVIN. We need 1 hour and 50 
minutes on this side. 

Mr. DOLE. Say 2 hours on that side, 
and 1 hour on this side? So we could 
vote, then, by maybe 4:30, depending on 
how much time we use? I do not think 
we need 2 hours on this side. I just 
want to get the time agreement. 

If there is no objection, let me pro-
pose this consent agreement. 

I ask unanimous consent that there 
be 3 hours on the Levin amendment 
prior to a motion to table, to be di-
vided 2 hours for Senator LEVIN or his 
designee, 1 hour for Senator THURMOND 
or his designee, no second-degree 
amendments or amendments to the 
language proposed to be stricken be in 
order prior to a failed motion to table, 
and any second-degree amendment or 
amendment to the language proposed 
to be stricken be relevant to the first- 
degree amendment, and that following 
the conclusion or yielding back of 
time, Senator THURMOND or his des-
ignee be recognized to table the Levin 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, and I do not intend 
to object, did the unanimous consent 
preclude second-degree amendments? 

Mr. DOLE. No, not until after a mo-
tion to table, if it is not tabled. 

Mr. LEVIN. It would be open to sec-
ond-degree amendments which are rel-
evant. 

Mr. DOLE. That is correct. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Mr. EXON. Reserving the right to ob-

ject, I would hope we are about to be in 
a place where we could agree to this. I 
heard the leader say that there would 
be no second-degree amendments. Now 
I understand. I was not clear. 

If I understand correctly, the amend-
ment offered under the unanimous con-
sent agreement by the majority leader, 
if we agree to this time agreement, as 
he has just spelled out, there would be 
no allowable second-degree amendment 
to the Levin amendment until after a 
tabling motion. 

Mr. DOLE. That is correct. 
Mr. EXON. After a tabling motion, 

then a second-degree amendment would 
be in order. 

Mr. DOLE. That is what we have 
done here the last several times. 

Mr. EXON. I have no objection. 
Mr. LEVIN. Reserving the right to 

object for one more moment, in the 
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event that it is not tabled, then in the 
event more second-degree amendments 
are offered, there is not in this unani-
mous consent any time limit on those 
second-degree amendments. 

Mr. DOLE. That is true. This only re-
fers to this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, under this 
time agreement I would like to yield 
myself 20 minutes, and I ask to be noti-
fied when that 20 minutes has expired. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, since the 
Senator from Ohio just spoke in favor 
of the amendment, I thought I would 
take some of our time to speak in op-
position to the amendment. 

It seems to me that the arguments in 
favor of the amendment boil down to 
three: First of all, variations of the 
theme of the ABM Treaty is relatively 
sacrosanct; second, we have to do ev-
erything possible to avoid riling the 
Russians, doing something they may 
not like; and, third, that we should not 
limit the power of the President. 

Let me discuss each of those argu-
ments in turn. First of all, regarding 
the 1972 ABM Treaty, I think it is im-
portant to recognize that the ABM 
Treaty has, since its inception in 1972, 
been under the process of negotiation. 
There have been discussions going on 
between our two countries almost 
throughout that period of time. So the 
fact that we may be talking about 
making changes in it is nothing new, 
and it has never been interpreted as a 
breach or an anticipatory breach of 
treaty for the United States to be stat-
ing that we want to change a par-
ticular part of the agreement. As a 
matter of fact, the original ABM Trea-
ty called for two national ballistic mis-
sile sites, not one. That was amended 
to one site. And one of the things that 
is being called for in the underlying 
legislation here is multiple sites. 

I think almost all of us would agree 
that it does not make sense for us to 
deploy an ABM system in this country 
if we cannot have multiple sites. It just 
will not be effective. So that is our 
stated policy in the legislation. That is 
nothing new. It is nothing that the 
Russians should get excited about. As a 
matter of fact, I am not even sure what 
their position would be. I would not be 
surprised at all if they would agree 
that multiple sites are appropriate. So 
I do not think that is a big problem 
with the policy stated in the bill for 
multiple sites. 

The second point under this first ar-
gument is that demarcation, as called 
for in legislation here, does not violate 
the ABM Treaty. As a matter of fact, 
the administration has already been 
demarking what is appropriate testing 
for a theater ballistic missile system, 

and has already been discussing that 
with the Russians. 

Bob Bell, former staff member of the 
committee, a prominent specialist at 
the National Security Council, told the 
National Defense University that, ‘‘We 
have already reached an agreement 
with the Russians that you can shoot 
at a target that goes 5 kilometers per 
second and not have it captured as an 
ABM.’’ The problem here is, of course, 
that the negotiations that the adminis-
tration has been engaging in went fur-
ther than that, and accepted, at least 
temporarily, Russian demands that the 
proposed demarcation also include a 
speed limit on the United States’ inter-
ceptor of 3 kilometers per second, 
which would in effect dumb down our 
system to the point where it would not 
be as robust as we would want it to be. 

The point here is that you cannot 
argue demarcation per se is a violation 
of the ABM Treaty. The administration 
has done it. That has been policy. The 
question before us is whether or not we 
will in legislation demark that limit at 
which we can test our theater ballistic 
missile system since it has never been 
a part of the ABM Treaty. I think that 
is an important point for us to make. 
Again, the ABM Treaty only limits 
strategic systems. It does not limit 
theater systems. 

All the demarcation in the Warner 
language does is to define the level of 
testing that can be engaged in for the-
ater systems. There should not be any-
thing wrong with that. The administra-
tion has already engaged in demarca-
tion. As a matter of fact, in a speech 
before the National Defense University, 
again referring to Bob Bell, he ably ex-
plained that this question of identi-
fying the demarcation between ABM 
and TMD has been an issue for as long 
as the treaty has been around, and, as 
a matter of fact, it has changed. One of 
the things he said is, what is a TMD 
and what is not a TMD goes back to 
the ratification hearings and the nego-
tiations themselves. 

During the Senate hearings on the 
ABM Treaty in 1972, then-Director of 
Defense Research and Engineering, 
Johnny Foster, was asked by Senator 
Proxmire, ‘‘Where is the line? Where is 
the distinction between the two?’’ He 
said, ‘‘If you shoot a missile inter-
ceptor at a target that goes faster than 
2 kilometers per second, that is an 
ABM.’’ 

Of course we all know that demarca-
tion is unacceptable today. That is the 
point. Technology changes. It has been 
23 years since the ABM Treaty was 
adopted. 

What we are trying to do in this leg-
islation is to keep up with the times. 
As a matter of fact, our own Defense 
Department has made the point that 
the treaty has not kept up with the 
times, and the gentleman who is now 
the CIA Director, John Deutch, has 
made the point that the treaty, the 
ABM Treaty, constrains us in ways 
that technology should not anymore. 
And, as a result, it seems to the com-

mittee—and it seems to me—that it is 
important for the United States to 
draw this demarcation so that we can 
test the systems that we could ulti-
mately deploy against theater threats. 

Why is it important to have the lan-
guage in the bill? Because the adminis-
tration in effect proposes to dumb 
down our TMD. And that is the prob-
lem. In both the Patriot system and 
the THAAD system earlier, we dumbed 
them down. The reason the Patriot 
could not be any more successful in the 
gulf war was because of decisions made 
right after the ABM Treaty that in ef-
fect preclude the use of certain sensors 
to enable it to be more robust. 

We have done the same thing with 
the THAAD system in taking out cer-
tain software and making certain hard-
ware changes that precluded it from 
being as robust as it otherwise would 
be in meeting these threats. We cannot 
do this anymore. And we should not 
dumb down our TMD system. 

Our demarcation language in the bill 
merely proscribes tests against stra-
tegic missiles, as I said, and that en-
ables us then to continue to test the 
theater system in a way that would 
make it effective against future 
threats. 

Let me quote, as a matter of fact, 
from General Shalikashvili. He has 
been quoted before. Let me first of all 
quote a January 3 memo to Deputy 
Secretary of Defense John Deutch. 
Here is what he said General 
Shalikashvili said: 

The United States should make no further 
concessions and even start thinking about 
rolling back the U.S. negotiating position. 

The reason that General 
Shalikashvili, I believe, made that 
statement is because he understood 
that the position that Bob Bell had ne-
gotiated with the Russians that I re-
ferred to earlier was as far as this 
country should go; that if we went any 
further, we would arbitrarily be put-
ting limits on our theater systems in 
ways that we should not do. That 
would make them less capable of meet-
ing future threats. That is why he said 
at that time that we should make no 
further concessions and even start 
thinking about rolling back the U.S. 
negotiating position. 

That is the real position of General 
Shalikashvili. That is the position 
which is embodied in this legislation, 
to make no further concessions with 
regard to this demarcation. 

Finally, with respect to this argu-
ment that the ABM Treaty is sort of 
sacrosanct, I want to make this point. 
There is no anticipatory breach in the 
bill at all because, of course, there are 
two specific conditions. No. 1, there 
can be amendments to the ABM Trea-
ty. That is all we are suggesting should 
eventually occur here. But it is sug-
gested that maybe the Russians will 
not agree with the policies stated in 
the bill, and they will not agree to 
those negotiations or to our position. 

The United States can always with-
draw from the ABM Treaty after hav-
ing given 6 months’ notice if that is 
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deemed to be in the interest of the 
United States. So should we deem it to 
be in the interest of the United States 
to act in ways that the Russians would 
deem inimical to continuation with the 
ABM Treaty, they can either negotiate 
or the United States can step out of 
the treaty. The bill itself does not vio-
late the treaty. 

I want to make that point crystal 
clear. 

There is some notion that has been 
seeping into this debate that somehow 
there is still a cold war going on here. 

The cold war is over. The Soviet 
Union, with whom we negotiated the 
ABM Treaty, is no longer even in exist-
ence. The threats that the theater bal-
listic missiles are designed to thwart 
are not necessarily threats emanating 
from the Soviet Union or now Russia 
but, rather, are threats coming from 
countries like North Korea and Iraq 
and Iran, and countries of that sort. 

Therefore, we cannot be proscribed 
from acting against those threats be-
cause of an ABM Treaty with the Rus-
sians. We need to proceed to develop 
theater missiles that can protect the 
United States, protect our forces de-
ployed abroad, and protect our allies 
against these theater threats, whether 
they come from Iran, Iraq, North 
Korea, or whatever. So the ABM Trea-
ty really ought not to stop us from 
doing it. 

The second point is that it would 
cause the Russians to react negatively. 
It would not be a reason for the United 
States to forego actions which are 
clearly in our national interest. The 
argument that is being made here is 
the same argument that was used 
against the Reagan initiatives that in 
fact today are credited with ending the 
cold war. Maybe the Russians will 
react badly to this. Well, as it turned 
out, by taking bold action, we were 
able to win peace through strength. 
The cold war is over because of the ini-
tiatives we took and because we did 
not listen to those who said the Rus-
sians might react badly to this if we do 
it. So I do not necessarily think that is 
a good argument. 

I again refer to the now CIA Director, 
John Deutch, on the ABM Treaty. In 
some respects, the technology has ex-
ceeded the limits of the ABM Treaty, 
and we have to go forward with the 
technology to protect ourselves not 
just from Russian threats but from 
threats around the rest of the world. 
And the problem of waiting for the 
Russians to agree is that this is no 
longer a bipolar world and we have 
these other threats to be concerned 
about. 

It is also, I think, an important point 
to make that the Russian Duma is not 
likely to ratify the START II Treaty in 
any event, and this is clear from a vari-
ety of things that come out of Russia. 
So to suggest that the action we take 
here is going to prevent Russia from 
ratifying the START II Treaty is not 
relevant. 

Chairman of the Duma’s Foreign Re-
lations Committee, Vladimir Lukin 
said: 

We need big money to carry out these re-
ductions [in START II], and we don’t have it. 
We do not want to ratify this treaty and 
then not be able to comply with its terms. 
We will have to wait until we see how to pay 
for our promises. 

That is the reason—or at least that is 
one of the reasons—nothing to do with 
what we are talking about today. 

Others suggest that ratification 
should be tied to other international 
issues. 

The Speaker of the Federation Coun-
cil, their upper chamber, Vladimir 
Shumeyko, said: 

We closely link [START II] ratification 
with the overall situation existing between 
Russia and NATO. . . We consider the perse-
verance of NATO as a stumbling block to our 
cooperation in the era of disarmament and 
advancement on the road to peace. 

And still others see START II as in-
imical to Russian interests. Viktor 
Ilyukhin, chairman of the State Duma 
Security Committee, said: 

If this treaty [START II] is fully imple-
mented, the United States will almost dou-
ble its superiority, while the damage to Rus-
sia’s national security will be unrecoverable. 

There are many more quotations 
that I could cite. 

The point is there are a lot of reasons 
why a lot of Russians do not want to 
ratify the START II Treaty. It is not 
because of what we are doing in this 
legislation here today. 

Finally, let me just refer to this no-
tion of anticipatory breach. If we are 
going to use that legal doctrine here, 
we also ought to refer to the equitable 
doctrine of clean hands. 

I will not take the time here to recite 
the numerous instances of Soviet and 
Russian violations of treaties that we 
have negotiated, but they are numer-
ous. And in some respects we have cho-
sen to ignore those violations because 
we believe that it is important to con-
tinue the dialog and to keep the proc-
ess moving. But the fact is it would be 
anomalous for the Russians to consider 
that a policy we state today that in no 
way involves a violation of the treaty 
is some kind of a big deal when they 
are in violation of a variety of treaties, 
and should my colleagues desire we can 
put that information in the RECORD. 

The final argument that is given as a 
reason to support the amendment of 
the Senator from Michigan is that the 
language of the bill ties the President’s 
hands. What we do here is two things. 
We call for a study to determine what 
the administration should negotiate 
relative to the ABM Treaty. We are not 
saying what the administration has to 
negotiate. We are saying let us have a 
study and pick those areas where we 
want to make a change. One of them I 
think is going to be clear. We should 
not go forward in this country to de-
ploy a national defense missile system 
at one site. That would not make 
sense. So one of the items clearly is 
going to be let us ask the Russians to 

negotiate this multiple site. That is 
the only way we should deploy a na-
tional system. And I do not see what 
the problem with that is. 

In the meantime, we are saying let us 
not use defense funds to continue, the 
administration should not use the 050 
account to continue to make conces-
sions to the Russians on matters that 
ought to be either the subject of fur-
ther negotiation or at least the admin-
istration ought to come to the Senate 
to discuss them with us. 

That is the final point I wish to make 
here. We have been trying for months 
to get the administration to work with 
us. That is what advice and consent is 
all about. And it is true that there are 
prerogatives of the administration that 
are important to be protected, and I do 
not want to step on those. But it is also 
true that the Senate has prerogatives. 
We have the right of advice and con-
sent, and thus far the administration 
has generally ignored the position that 
at least those of us on this side have 
taken. What we are asking in this leg-
islation is that you not go any fur-
ther—in fact, we are demanding that 
the administration go no further in the 
direction of making further conces-
sions to the Russians in ways that 
would limit our ability to develop our 
theater systems which can be used not 
just against Russians but against other 
potential threats; that they do not do 
that; that they not use defense funds 
for that purpose. That is why we are 
saying it is important for us to be talk-
ing to the administration. 

If the administration wants to get to-
gether with us and talk about what 
they can do, if they want to submit the 
changes to the Senate, then well and 
good. So far that has not been the ad-
ministration’s position. 

So with regard to the argument that 
we are stepping on the administra-
tion’s prerogative, I would just note 
that the administration has been ig-
noring the Senate and its advice and 
consent prerogatives, and it is time for 
us to be giving a little advice and ask-
ing for the ability to consent to what 
the administration is doing. 

Mr. President, the bottom line here 
is that the Armed Services Committee 
came up with a very good bill, and I 
wish to commend the chairman of the 
committee, Senator THURMOND, who is 
here; Senator LOTT is a member of the 
committee; Senator WARNER made an 
excellent statement here this morning 
in opposition to the amendment of the 
Senator from Michigan, and I believe 
that it would be in the best interests of 
the United States for this body to 
agree with the Armed Services Com-
mittee to vote down the amendment of 
the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. LEVIN. I will be happy to yield 

20 minutes to the Senator from Ne-
braska. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I have been 

listening and waiting very patiently 
for my turn to make some remarks on 
this matter. I had hesitation about the 
unanimous-consent agreement because 
this is one of the most important mat-
ters, if not the most important matter 
in my view that I have been a part of 
in my 17 years in the Senate. 

Notwithstanding the desire to move 
on briskly, I simply say that I hope, re-
gardless of political affiliation, we will 
all take a very close look at what we 
may be about to do unless the Levin, et 
al, amendment, of which I am proud to 
be an original cosponsor, is passed. 

I have been listening to the Senator 
from Arizona and his rather interesting 
remarks, and during those remarks the 
Senator from Arizona mentioned the 
names of several very prominent ad-
ministration officials, including Bob 
Bell at the White House, National Se-
curity Council. He mentioned the 
present CIA Director, the former sec-
ond man at the Department of Defense. 
He mentioned the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, General 
Shalikashvili. 

I simply want to say that I am not 
indicating the Senator from Arizona 
has misrepresented any of the state-
ments that those individuals have 
made, but I have checked, while the 
Senator from Arizona was addressing 
the Senate, with Bob Bell at the White 
House. Bob Bell tells me that, notwith-
standing the name dropping, all of the 
individuals mentioned by the Senator 
from Arizona to substantiate his posi-
tion of being against the Levin amend-
ment is not shared by anyone in the 
administration including each and 
every one of the officials mentioned in 
support of his argument by the Senator 
from Arizona. 

This is a tremendously important 
matter. My judgment is that this 
should not come down to a party-line 
vote. 

I am afraid it is going to be a party- 
line vote. Maybe if we can just reach a 
few Republicans. I would guess at this 
time that we would not lose more than 
one or two Democratic votes, two at 
the most, on this side of the aisle, 
maybe none, which means that we 
Democrats are talking to five, six or 
seven of our Republican friends asking 
that they look very closely at this be-
fore they vote against the Levin 
amendment. 

I thought it was rather ironic a cou-
ple hours ago while I was on the floor 
at that particular time there were four 
Senators on the floor. There was Sen-
ator NUNN, for whom I have great re-
spect and with whom I have worked 
closely for 17 years; there was the 
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, my dear friend, and no one has 
more respect in this body, in the view 
of this Senator, than my friend STROM 
THURMOND from South Carolina; there 
was JOHN WARNER, who came to the 
Senate the same time as this Senator. 

And the four of us happened to be here 
on the floor. 

There have been many very impor-
tant statements made and, I thought, 
well thought out by Members on both 
sides of this issue. It is an issue that 
may not be clear-cut in some people’s 
minds. For 17 years, I believe, on na-
tional defense matters I have stood 
hand in hand with the Senator from 
South Carolina, the Senator from Vir-
ginia and others. I do not know that we 
have been very far apart, if far at all, 
on many issues. I can include Senator 
LOTT, a Member of the Senate that I 
work very closely with; Senator LEVIN; 
and others. 

I simply say that we are at a point 
where I do not feel it is fair to indicate 
people are in bad faith on that side of 
the aisle on the matter. I just hope 
they will listen to the pleas that we are 
making on this side. Maybe a good way 
to put it is, I think they know not 
what they do. They are not badly in-
tentioned. I think they know not what 
they do. 

To put this in perspective, I would 
like to ask a question of the Senator 
from Michigan on this matter that 
may put this in some kind of perspec-
tive as far as this Senator sees it. Not-
withstanding the protestations to the 
contrary, if the Levin amendment is 
not adopted, I feel that we have gone a 
long way down the road to disrupt 
some of the advances that have taken 
place over the last few years with re-
gard to downplaying the role of depend-
ence on nuclear devices. It is this Sen-
ator’s feeling—and I am wondering to 
what degree this is shared by my friend 
and colleague from the State of Michi-
gan. Senator LEVIN and I came here at 
the same time. We have sat side by side 
on the Armed Services Committee. We 
have generally agreed. And I would 
generally include him in that group of 
bipartisan Senators, Democrats and 
Republicans, that have worked hand in 
hand on critical defense matters. 

Without losing my right to the floor, 
I want to ask Senator LEVIN this ques-
tion: If your amendment striking basi-
cally the references to the ABM Treaty 
fails, it is the opinion of this Senator 
that such action, if your amendment 
fails, will probably end any chance of 
finally completing in a successful fash-
ion the implementation of the START 
I treaty. In all likelihood, further, it 
will scuttle any chances of cooperation 
to obtain ratification of the START II 
treaty and then further eliminations of 
the number of nuclear warheads that 
were planned to follow on beyond that. 
I think it drives a stake through the 
heart of the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. 
I think it certainly would do great 
harm to any chances that we have with 
regard to the nonproliferation treaties 
that we are interested in. And last and 
certainly not least, I would think this 
action very likely would go a long way 
to maintain a conventional forces un-
derstanding in Europe meaningful from 
the standpoint of seeking some form of 
stability in the world. All of these 

things, I think, have a very grave 
threat of extinction if we proceed in 
the fashion that the ABM Treaty lan-
guage that the Senator from Michigan 
is trying to strike as it came out of the 
committee remains. 

Mr. LEVIN. The Senator is right. In 
my view and, even more important by 
far, in General Shalikashvili’s view 
when he says in his letter to Senator 
WARNER, the following: 

With regard to broader security issues, the 
linkage between the ABM Treaty and the 
START II has been stressed repeatedly by 
the Russians and U.S. military representa-
tives in many forums, including discussions 
with many Members of the Duma. While 
there are, of course, other factors that play 
in the Duma consideration, one must assume 
that unilateral U.S. legislation could harm 
prospects for START II ratification and 
probably impact our broader security rela-
tionship as well. 

And it is that broader security rela-
tionship that I think my good friend 
from Nebraska is referring to. And I do 
agree with his assessment of the im-
pact. But again, our top military offi-
cer agrees, our Secretary of Defense 
agrees, our Secretary of State agrees 
with that assessment. 

Mr. EXON. I thank my friend from 
Michigan. Let me summarize, if I can, 
some of the overall problems that I see 
with this measure that I partially ad-
dressed in remarks this morning. 

The way this came out of the com-
mittee it attacks the limits of the 
Nunn-Lugar proposal that has been re-
sponsible for the safe and accountable 
disarming of over 2,500 former Soviet 
Union warheads. It cuts the Energy De-
partment nonproliferation arms con-
trol and verification funding. It rec-
ommends reconstituting our nuclear 
weapons manufacturing complex at un-
told billions of dollars, while at the 
same time advocating the resumption 
of U.S. nuclear weapons testing. This 
last committee initiative is contrary 
to U.S. policy, and it is designed to 
scuttle ongoing comprehensive test ban 
negotiations and any prospect of reach-
ing a treaty agreement. 

I will have some more to say about 
this later on as we go into other par-
ticular issues under consideration in 
this bill. Let me simply say, though, I 
am concerned with the tone and the 
substance of the bill and the level of 
micromanagement placed on the Pen-
tagon and the Department of Energy is 
unprecedented and harmful to our Na-
tion’s standing in the international 
community. Many of the committee 
initiatives are driven by a desire to de-
fend against a superpower threat to 
U.S. security that simply does not 
exist. At the same time, when one-time 
enemies are now allies and the world 
community is committed more than 
ever before to the peaceful resolution 
of conflicts, the committee bill is at 
odds with the reality and the strong 
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need of amendment before it can prop-
erly serve our Nation’s security inter-
ests. At a time when American leader-
ship in the world community is strong-
ly needed, we cannot be viewed as a na-
tion living in the past, jousting with 
our imaginary dragons in order to lay 
claim to the mantle of being strong on 
defense. We are a strong country, the 
preeminent military power of the world 
by far. But we must also be forward 
looking and recognize that it is in our 
national interest as well as the interest 
of other nations to encourage arms 
control and alliances based on collec-
tive security. It is unfortunate that 
some feel more comfortable in an ad-
versarial environment than in one 
based on cooperation and lowering of 
superpower antagonism. 

Like a beehive, the world in 1995 has 
the capacity to be both dangerous and 
peaceful. And handled properly, the 
hive can be benign and capable of pro-
ducing sweet honey. If agitated, how-
ever, it can become hostile and threat-
ening. The defense authorization bill in 
its present form is a sharp stick ready 
to be jabbed into the hive. The design 
and intent of the bill is to agitate the 
world community to the ultimate det-
riment of ourselves. This is not the 
time in history to rekindle the rhetoric 
of the cold war. I urge my colleagues to 
support the amendment that will cor-
rect these and other self-defeating ele-
ments of this flawed legislation. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, a defense 
bill must meet threats, real threats, 
not shadows or ghosts of threats dis-
appeared. 

Our military leaders and our intel-
ligence services have properly identi-
fied the threats our Nation faces. 

They have come before us and told us 
what threats we face. 

We have ignored much of their coun-
sel and drafted a bill addressed to the 
realities of yesterday and a dark view 
of a possible future tens of years away. 

This provision if enacted will take a 
step toward abrogating the anti-
ballistic missile treaty, scuttling the 
START II Treaty, and launching us 
back into the arms race of the cold 
war. 

This bill includes many weapons sys-
tems designed to match a missile 
threat from the Soviet Union that does 
not exist. Due to the diligent efforts of 
former President Bush, President Clin-
ton, our diplomats and Senators like 
Mr. NUNN and Mr. LUGAR, we have been 
able to substantially curtail that 
threat, to destroy hundreds of the mis-
siles that used to be aimed at our na-
tions, and to divert the targeting of the 
others that still remain. 

Since 1991, the Nunn-Lugar program 
has helped the states of the former So-
viet Union to destroy their weapons of 
mass destruction and reduce the threat 
posed by proliferation of these weap-
ons. This program remains an example 
of concise policy designed to meet an 
identified threat and has significantly 
improved our national security. 

We cannot stress to the appropriate 
degree how important arms control ef-

forts have been to our national secu-
rity. Today, as a result of bipartisan ef-
forts from different administrations, 
Russia is planning to eliminate 6,000 
nuclear warheads that formerly were 
directed toward our Nation. That is far 
more than any national missile defense 
could hope to destroy. 

It would be a shame if the other pro-
visions of this bill caused this progress 
to be in vain. 

Therefore, I reject the provisions in 
this bill that if enacted will most like-
ly resurrect an arms race between the 
United States and Russia. 

By unilaterally deciding what the 
ABM standard is in regard to missile 
interceptors, the Senate would disrupt 
the negotiating process currently un-
derway. Not only is this an unwar-
ranted intrusion into the normal work-
ing of foreign policy, this provision 
dangerously increases the risk that the 
ABM and other weapons treaties will 
be abrogated completely by the Rus-
sians. 

Later this year the Russian Duma 
was to vote on the ratification of 
START II. After they see the provi-
sions in this bill regarding the ABM 
treaty, and realize how we plan to have 
a missile defense system that could 
theoretically counter an attack on the 
United States, the incentive to destroy 
the thousands of weapons called for in 
START II will be greatly diminished. 

Regardless of what we tell them, the 
Russians will logically be thinking, 
why destroy our missiles when we may 
need them to get through a U.S. mis-
sile defense system? 

Though its proponents claim this 
measure will protect us from a change 
in Russian policy, this measure will 
only further destabilize our relations 
and cause the hardliners in Russia to 
question our commitment to START 
II. 

We would be throwing away a chance 
to destroy literally thousands of nu-
clear weapons on the faint hope that 
we can build an impenetrable missile 
defense system. 

To justify the national missile de-
fense system now when the Soviet 
threat is gone, the supporters of this 
bill are countering the views of our 
professional military and intelligence 
personnel and telling the American 
people a threat exists elsewhere when 
in fact it does not. 

The supporters of this bill say that 
North Korea, Iran, Iraq, or Libya now 
have or will have shortly the ability to 
launch a missile that can reach our 
shores. That is simply not the case. 

The report to this bill specifically 
notes the possible threat from the 
North Korean Taepo Dong II missile, 
which the report claims may have the 
range to hit Alaska. Since this weapon 
is in development, we do not in fact 
know that this missile will be capable 
of that range. But with North Korea in 
such dire straits economically and the 
growing possibility of its opening, with 
reunification with the south increas-
ingly likely, should we spend billions 

on a missile defense system that prob-
ably won’t work to counter a threat 
that may never exist? 

Our professional military and intel-
ligence personnel, the people who have 
the training, the knowledge, and the 
access to the most sensitive of infor-
mation to judge these threats, say 
there is no threat from any indige-
nously developed missile for the next 10 
years. Yet the supporters of these pro-
visions do not believe those who know 
the most about this subject. 

This presumed threat does not justify 
spending the tax money of American 
citizens on unproven and untested anti-
ballistic missile defense. 

This bill adds $300 million this year 
toward a national missile defense sys-
tem. In 1993, the GAO reported that the 
cost of such a system would total $35 
billion and a CBO estimate from earlier 
this year pegged the cost at $48 billion. 
As we know from past estimates, these 
estimates would probably be low. 

The bill calls for the deployment of 
this system even though it is unproven 
and untested. 

Under the most likely of scenarios, 
the nuclear umbrella this would create 
would be a leaky one that fails to com-
pletely protect our Nation if the non-
existent threat were to become real. 
With nuclear, chemical or biological 
weapons, anything less than 100 per-
cent certainty will not suffice. 

One clear lesson from history is that 
in military affairs, those who con-
centrate their efforts on defense are 
bound to fail. In the 1930’s and 1940’s 
France felt secure behind the Maginot 
Line. Their defensive posture was out-
witted and decimated by a German 
Army dedicated to the offensive. When 
it comes to threats to the United 
States today, the means chosen to de-
liver a weapon of mass destruction 
would very likely be something other 
than a missile. It may be a cliche that 
the best defense is a good offense, but 
it is also true. We should look to 
counter any incipient threat from 
rogue nations through a robust offen-
sive capability. 

If someone is intent on attacking the 
United States, they need not be rocket 
scientists to figure out our Nation’s 
vulnerabilities. Why spend millions of 
dollars on missiles whose launch we 
can instantly trace and respond to with 
enough devastating force to destroy an 
entire civilization? No, our potential 
adversaries would most likely seek the 
path of least resistance. The delivery 
system posing the greatest threat is 
the rental truck, not a ballistic mis-
sile. We face that real threat through 
offensive actions against rogue nations 
and terrorist groups. 

We can support and focus our offen-
sive capability through intense intel-
ligence activities, so our policymakers 
and military commanders know most 
about what countries or groups are de-
veloping weapons of mass destruction, 
delivery systems, and the characteris-
tics and locations of these systems. 
Next, the full diplomatic and economic 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:48 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00033 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S03AU5.REC S03AU5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES11260 August 3, 1995 
powers of our Nation can be used to 
counter the threat that may develop. 
Then, if the developers cannot be dis-
suaded in peacetime, the weapons 
themselves can be destroyed either pre-
emptively or in war. 

I have heard other Senators state 
that the United States is vulnerable to 
an accidental ballistic missile attack. 
The truth is, the situation today is the 
same as it has been for 30 years. We 
have managed to survive this long be-
cause governments have stressed prop-
er security and operating procedures 
for these terrible weapons. Nations un-
derstand the gravity of a mistake when 
nuclear weapons are involved. That is 
why the launching of one of these mis-
siles involves so many intricate, redun-
dant steps with multiple built-in safe-
guards. 

Yes, Murphy’s law is true. Accidents 
can happen. But to have an accidental 
ballistic missile launch, several acci-
dents must occur. Several redundant 
safeguard systems would have to fail 
all in the proper sequence at the pre-
cise moment, not just multiple failures 
of equipment but also multiple failures 
of human judgment, communication, 
and authority. 

I am no statistician, but I bet the 
likelihood of all that occurring simul-
taneously is far more remote than 
other Senators have led the public to 
believe. It would be far more likely 
that an interceptor missile in the na-
tional missile defense aimed at a mov-
ing target would miss its mark. The 
threat of an accidental ballistic missile 
launch toward our shores does not 
meet even the lowest threshold to qual-
ify as a legitimate threat. 

Again, I say to my colleagues, we 
need to have a rational assessment of 
the threats our Nation faces. And the 
threat we face from a Russia with sev-
eral thousand more nuclear weapons is 
far greater than the threat from a Rus-
sia that abides by the START II agree-
ment. 

Mr. EXON. I ask unanimous consent 
that Senator KERREY be listed as a co-
sponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 
SNOWE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. EXON. I ask the Chair how much 
time is remaining of the time assigned 
to the Senator from Nebraska? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Six and a 
half minutes. 

Mr. EXON. I reserve the remainder of 
my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that at this time, I 
be allowed to yield in this order: 8 min-
utes to Senator SIMON; 15 minutes to 
Senator KERRY; 8 minutes to Senator 
BINGAMAN, and that they be recognized 
in that order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. SIMON. Madam President, it was 
just a few days ago when Senator 
BYRD, in the middle of a series of votes, 
was acknowledged for his 14,000th vote 
in a row. He got up and, among other 
things, he said there is a growing and 
excessive partisanship in this body. 

I was on the subway this morning 
with Senator LUGAR, and some young 
eager student asked me what was dif-
ferent from when I came here. I said, 
‘‘The body, the Congress as a whole, is 
more partisan than it used to be.’’ 

I mention that because if we end up 
with a straight party vote on some-
thing as vital to the future of our Na-
tion as this is, we have not done our 
two parties a favor. I think the Levin 
amendment is extremely important to 
the security of our country. 

If we just decide we are going to ab-
rogate the ABM Treaty on our own, we 
are going to interpret it the way we 
want to, and that is what this amend-
ment calls for, we are going to raise 
fears all over the world. We are going 
to be playing into the hands of the 
Russian hardliners. No one should mis-
understand that for a moment. If we 
pass this bill without the Levin amend-
ment, the Russian hardliners are going 
to say, ‘‘We’re going to have to stop 
this elimination of nuclear warheads. 
We’re going to have to move in the 
other direction.’’ 

Unilaterally to say this is what the 
ABM Treaty is going to be—and among 
other things in this bill it says, no U.S. 
official, presumably the Department of 
Defense, can discuss with any other 
country what the ABM Treaty means. 
That is a restriction on freedom of 
speech, among other things, that is un-
wise. 

What we have is the present course 
where we are gradually reducing the 
nuclear threat, the arms threat in the 
world where we have moved from the 
great threat being nuclear annihila-
tion, to the great threat being insta-
bility around the world, and we are 
going to move to a world where the 
threat is both instability and a nuclear 
threat. 

Our present course reduces the nu-
clear danger. I happen to think we are 
spending way too much on arms. We 
are spending more than the next eight 
countries combined. If you take a look 
at the 1973 defense appropriations and 
add the inflation factor to it, we are 
spending more today than we were in 
1973. That is when the Berlin wall was 
up, that is when we were in Vietnam, 
that is when we had almost twice as 
many troops in Europe. 

I think some sensible reduction in 
arms expenditure is desirable and, 
frankly, I think even the high number 
requested by the administration would 
not be there but for the sensitivity of 
the President, because he was not part 
of the military, he does not want to 
look like he is antimilitary. But this $7 
billion increase is just unwarranted. 

On top of that, to say we are going to 
just unilaterally decide what the ABM 
Treaty means, on top of that to esca-

late the nuclear threat, I think, just 
does not make any sense at all, and it 
is going to waste billions and billions 
and billions of dollars in addition to in-
creasing the threat to our country. 

If this bill passes in substantially the 
present condition, then I think the 
President of the United States has no 
option but to veto it, and I will strong-
ly urge the President to veto it. 

We have to move away from an arms 
race. This bill, without the Levin 
amendment, increases the probability 
of an arms race. 

Madam President, I yield whatever 
time I may have left to Senator LEVIN. 

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts is recognized 
for 15 minutes. 

Mr. KERRY. Thank you, Madam 
President. 

Madam President, I want to con-
gratulate the Senator from Michigan 
and also thank the Senator from Illi-
nois for his comments with respect to 
this amendment. It seems that some of 
our colleagues in this body, in the 
wake of losing the former Soviet em-
pire and the monolith of communism 
as targets of their opposition, now have 
lost their compass. They seem unsure 
of where to direct their energies and 
our taxpayers’ money, and so are 
struggling to find another opponent at 
which to throw this Nation’s treasure— 
regardless of the costs or risks en-
tailed. 

The Soviet Union has ceased to exist, 
and we are well into implementation of 
the START I Treaty limiting nuclear 
weapons and on our way to a START II 
Treaty to dismantle strategic delivery 
systems and further limit nuclear 
weapons. 

So we are on a course where the com-
pass clearly points toward reduction in 
the number of nuclear weapons present 
in our world, toward the reduction of 
risk to our citizens and our society 
itself from an aggressor’s attack, to-
ward the control and reduction of 
weapons, and, indeed, toward the cre-
ation of stability in our world’s polit-
ical equation. 

As all of us who grew up in the 1950’s 
and 1960’s understand, nuclear deter-
rence is built on the concept of mutu-
ally assured destruction. ‘‘They’’ can 
destroy ‘‘us,’’ ‘‘we’’ can destroy 
‘‘them,’’ so neither chooses to destroy 
the other because nobody knows what 
would be left. 

In effect, that has maintained a state 
of rough peace—even if an uneasy 
peace—since the end of World War II. 
Certainly there have been surrogate 
wars and smaller skirmishes and cli-
ent-state struggles around the globe, 
but the great nuclear powers have 
never seen fit to attack each other be-
cause of the belief that the damage 
that would be returned would be unac-
ceptably great. 

Now, in 1995, we are no longer faced 
with Soviet expansionism, a Soviet de-
sire to exploit every conceivable West-
ern weakness, and, in every way short 
of initiating an all-out conflict, a So-
viet desire to achieve and maintain the 
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advantage in every competitive situa-
tion. We no longer stare across the 
North Pole at thousands of Soviet nu-
clear warheads targeted on America’s 
cities, its industrial and military fa-
cilities, and its governmental and so-
cial lifelines. Yet in the bill that is be-
fore the Senate today, we have a provi-
sion that unilaterally abandons—and, I 
would argue, effectively nullifies—one 
of the critical ingredients that has 
brought us to the point where the com-
pass is pointing in the right direction. 

The Antiballistic Missile—or ABM— 
Treaty is a keystone to this arms con-
trol progress—which already has made 
huge contributions to the security and 
safety of our Nation and its people, and 
offers the promise of even greater safe-
ty and security in the foreseeable fu-
ture. 

The bill brought before the Senate by 
the Republican-controlled Armed Serv-
ices Committee establishes as our na-
tional policy that we will have a na-
tional missile defense system at ‘‘mul-
tiple locations,’’ which violates the 
ABM Treaty. It says that we will de-
velop defense systems against theater 
ballistic missiles without regard to the 
ABM Treaty restrictions. It prohibits 
our President from even negotiating on 
this subject. It prohibits any inter-
ference with TMD missile testing that 
is self-apparently illegal under the 
ABM Treaty which our Nation signed 
and this very body ratified. 

The bill before us unilaterally oblit-
erates the ABM Treaty, Madam Presi-
dent. 

Anyone who understands the history 
and psyche of the Russian people 
knows that they adamantly insist on 
realistic means of defending their na-
tion. Fundamental to their willingness 
to enter into arms control agreements, 
and to continue to abide by them, is a 
requirement that their strategic weap-
ons systems be effective in order to 
serve as a real deterrent to aggression 
against their nation, and an effective 
means of retaliation if that deterrence 
fails. 

If the United States moves ahead 
unilaterally to build a system that can 
defend successfully against their stra-
tegic forces, we undo a delicate bal-
ance, and in the process almost surely 
destroy the willingness of the Russian 
nation to continue to honor arms con-
trol agreements that further damage 
their side of the balance-of-power equa-
tion. 

Madam President, nuclear deterrence 
is already tricky enough. But it really 
has always rested on each nation’s per-
ceptions of the others’ forces and of the 
threat that is poised against it. We 
hold the upper hand with respect to 
that today, relative to every country 
on the face of this planet. 

Today, to break out of the ABM 
Treaty, or signal our intention to do 
so, is to invite a return to the days of 
suspicion and countersuspicion, and far 
more dangerously, to invite a diminish-
ment of the stability of our current 
world order. It is not perfect, of course, 

but I think few would argue with the 
assertion that it is better than it was 
for the 40 years between 1949 and 1989. 

We do not attack each other, because 
we know to do so would be to beg the 
ultimate destruction. But if we develop 
a capacity to knock down anything 
that could be sent at us, we have 
changed the threat perception—the 
perception of whether a balance ex-
ists—changed it in our own mind, and 
changed it for those who are our adver-
saries. 

Changing the threat perception or 
the perception of whether a balance ex-
ists initiates the very hopscotching 
process that is the simple history of 
the entire cold war. We detonated the 
first atom bombs; the Soviets followed. 
We detonated the hydrogen bomb; they 
followed. We put long-range bombers in 
the air with nuclear weapons; they fol-
lowed. We developed intercontinental 
ballistic missiles; they followed. We de-
veloped long-range submarines with 
ballistic missile capability; they fol-
lowed. We developed multiple inde-
pendently-targeted reentry vehicle or 
MIRVed nuclear warheads; they fol-
lowed. Every single major episode of 
the cold war consisted of a first effort 
by the United States to develop tech-
nology that would give us an advan-
tage. In every case, the Soviets re-
sponded by countering that advantage. 
After the Berlin wall fell, finally it be-
came evident that this was an insane 
and vicious circle, consuming precious 
resources in our Nation and bank-
rupting the Soviet Union—in more 
than one respect. 

But now, at long last, that threat has 
receded. The Soviet Union is no more. 
And the threat of ballistic missile at-
tack of the United States is virtually 
nil—and will be virtually nil for many 
years. 

Only Russia and China today can 
reach the United States with a nuclear 
warhead carried on an ICBM. All our 
intelligence agencies agree that there 
is no significant threat of such a mis-
sile attack today from either of those 
nations. Russia, while one must respect 
the military power still at its disposal, 
including intercontinental ballistic 
missiles, is not in any wise prepared to 
engage our Nation in an armed con-
flict. China has some strategic ballistic 
missile capability, but not anywhere 
close to enough to initiate a war with 
the United States. We are the only re-
maining superpower. 

And our intelligence community fur-
ther agrees that no other nation will be 
able to develop the ability to hit the 
United States with ballistic-missile- 
conveyed weapons of mass destruction 
for a minimum of 10 years. 

Let me share with my colleagues an 
excerpt from the prepared statement of 
Lt. Gen. James R. Clapper, Jr., Direc-
tor of the Defense Intelligence Agency, 
to the Senate Select Committee on In-
telligence at a public hearing on Janu-
ary 10 of this year on the threats faced 
by our Nation. General Clapper said, in 
part: 

We see no interest in or capability of any 
new country reaching the continental United 
States with a long-range missile for at least 
the next decade. 

Then-Acting Director of Central In-
telligence Adm. William Studeman, in 
response to questions asked at that 
same hearing, replied that 

No new countries have emerged with the 
motivation to develop a missile to target 
CONUS and the four that we previously iden-
tified—North Korea, Iran, Iraq, and Libya— 
are at least a decade away. 

The administration, the Secretary of 
Defense, and the Secretary of State are 
all opposed to the missile defense and 
ABM provisions of this bill. Let me 
share the Secretary of State’s letter 
with the Senate. In a letter to the 
ranking member of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, he says: 

I am writing to you to express my deep 
concern over certain provisions in S. 1026. 
Specifically, it contains missile defense and 
ABM Treaty-related provisions that raise se-
rious constitutional foreign policy and na-
tional security concerns. Unless these provi-
sions are removed or modified, I will oppose 
this bill. 

If enacted into law, the provisions related 
to missile defenses and the ABM Treaty 
would put the U.S. on a path to violate the 
ABM Treaty by developing for deployment a 
non-compliant, multi-site, National Missile 
Defense by the year 2003. Such a program is 
unnecessary and would place the START I 
and START II treaties at risk. 

I know that the Secretary of Defense 
also has opposed these provisions. 

Successive administrations, this one 
included, have supported the continued 
viability of the ABM Treaty as the best 
way to preserve and enhance our na-
tional security. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent to have the entire letter print-
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE SECRETARY OF STATE, 
Washington, DC. August 2, 1995. 

DEAR SENATOR PELL: I am writing to you 
to express my deep concern over certain pro-
visions in S. 1026, the Senate’s National De-
fense Authorization Act for FY 1996. Specifi-
cally, S. 1026 contains missile defense and 
ABM Treaty related provisions that raise se-
rious constitutional, foreign policy and na-
tional security concerns. Unless these provi-
sions are removed or modified I will oppose 
this bill. 

If enacted into law, the provisions related 
to missile defenses and the ABM Treaty 
would put the U.S. on a path to violate the 
ABM Treaty by developing for deployment a 
non-compliant, multi-site National Missile 
Defense (NMD) by the year 2003. Such a pro-
gram is unnecessary and would place the 
START I and START II Treaties at risk. 

Successive Administrations have supported 
the continued viability of the ABM Treaty as 
the best way to preserve and enhance our na-
tional security. Not only has it been critical 
to preventing an arms race, but it has also 
made possible the extraordinary progress 
that both Republican and Democratic Ad-
ministrations have made in reducing stra-
tegic offensive arms. Our allies, including 
Britain and France, also view the ABM Trea-
ty as crucial to strategic stability and the 
viability of their own independent nuclear 
deterrents. 
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Another provision seeks unilaterally to 

impose a solution to the on-going negotia-
tions with the Russians on the ABM/TMD de-
marcation. By prohibiting the obligation and 
expenditure of funds to implement Article 
VI(a) of the ABM Treaty according to any in-
terpretation except the interpretation speci-
fied in the bill, the bill would infringe upon 
the President’s exclusive responsibility for 
the execution of the law and would impair 
the conduct of foreign relations consistent 
with U.S. treaty obligations. 

Further, such actions would immediately 
call into question the U.S. commitment to 
the ABM Treaty, and have a negative impact 
on U.S.-Russian relations, Russian imple-
mentation of the START I Treaty, and Rus-
sian ratification of the START II Treaty. 
This would leave thousands of warheads in 
place that otherwise would be removed from 
deployment under the two Treaties, includ-
ing all MIRVed ICBMs such as the Russian 
heavy SS–18. 

There is no need now to take actions that 
would lead us to violate the Treaty and 
threaten the stabilizing reductions we would 
otherwise achieve—and place strategic sta-
bility at risk. We have established a treaty- 
compliant approach to theater missile de-
fense that will enable us to meet threats we 
may face in the foreseeable future—and one 
that preserves all the benefits of the ABM, 
START and START II Treaties. 

I hope that you will join with me to ensure 
that future generations enjoy the benefit of 
these treaties and remove these provisions 
that place these benefits at risk. 

Sincerely, 
WARREN CHRISTOPHER. 

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, we do 
not need to abrogate the ABM Treaty 
in order to defend against a threat that 
does not exist, and will not exist for at 
least 10 years. Indeed, there are many 
things that we can do while remaining 
in full compliance with the ABM Trea-
ty to prepare a defense, should the de-
cision be that such preparations are 
warranted and their cost is justified. 
And we always retain the option, under 
the terms of the treaty, to withdraw 
from the treaty under its terms, or to 
negotiate modifications to the treaty if 
the Russians will agree to our objec-
tives. 

I might add, respectfully, that there 
are other ways to respond to a per-
ceived threat that do not require build-
ing $40 billion systems that we do not 
even know will work when they are 
completed. We could use permissive ac-
tion links; we could be negotiating 
harder with the Russians, and others, 
to take steps to prevent any kind of ac-
cidental launch; we could pursue the 
activities supported by Nunn-Lugar 
program funding, including strength-
ening Russian government controls 
over their nuclear weapons, safely and 
surely dismantling surplus nuclear 
weapons and delivery systems, and pre-
venting technicians from transferring 
dangerous technologies to rogue states; 
we can provide for integral systems 
that literally destroy a missile before 
it is launched if someone tries to fire it 
without authorization. 

Indeed, under the terms of the ABM 
Treaty, we already are allowed to de-
velop an antiballistic missile defense 
system in one location, and we started 
to do some years ago in Grand Forks 
and then we decided it was too expen-
sive and we gave it up. 

But that is not the course this bill 
takes, Madam President. The missile 
defense and ABM provisions of this bill 
are an exercise in sheer lunacy. This is 
an attempt to create from thin air a 
reason to continue the numbingly ex-
pensive defense systems that the de-
mise of the cold war has made super-
fluous—while simultaneously threat-
ening the tremendous progress we have 
made in reducing the threat to our peo-
ple from nuclear weapons. 

The effect of this bill is to jettison 
the current, real, demonstrable protec-
tions of the START I and START II 
Treaties in exchange for spending a 
minimum of $40 billion to develop a 
system to attempt to defend our Na-
tion against ballistic missiles—an en-
tirely theoretical system that may or 
may not function as designed. 

There are some Senators who have 
argued that we must be prepared, even 
if the risk is small and distant, for the 
possible threat of a potential aggressor 
nation developing and choosing to use 
against the United States a ballistic 
missile carrying a weapon of mass de-
struction. Others have said that the 
biggest risk is that some rogue nations 
may purchase such systems from either 
Russia or China. Mr. President, the 
fact is that if such nations wish us ill, 
and choose to act on those wishes, 
there are far less expensive, far faster, 
far easier, and far less technically com-
plicated and failure-prone ways to 
wreak ill on the United States—ways 
against which a national missile de-
fense system would be powerless to de-
fend. 

Should a rogue nation, for whatever 
reason, choose to pursue development 
and fielding of a ballistic missile sys-
tem capable of reaching our Nation, 
that capacity is so far down the road, 
so prone to detection, and so capable of 
being preemptively neutralized if nec-
essary, that the world should not shud-
der at the notion that we are somehow 
defenseless. 

The main threats to our Nation 
today are from terrorists rolling 
bombs, nuclear or conventional, into 
our cities in cars or trucks, or carrying 
them in suitcases. Or cruise missiles 
launched from offshore. These are 
threats that the $40 billion-plus na-
tional missile defense system either 
cannot defend against at all, or against 
which the system could defend only in-
completely. 

The biggest threat of all, Madam 
President, is one right before our faces. 
It is the very same threat with which 
we have lived for the duration of the 
cold war, and which we finally reduced 
dramatically and are reducing further 
by the arms control treaties which are 
constructed on the bedrock foundation 
of the ABM Treaty. Trashing the ABM 
Treaty will rekindle the strategic/nu-
clear arms race with Russia, because 
even in its current condition of eco-
nomic distress, Russia will do whatever 
is necessary to ensure it has an effec-
tive deterrent and retaliatory capa-
bility. Russia, at a minimum, will re-
target its ICBM’s and SLBM’s on 
American cities, industries, and mili-

tary installations. It will stop retiring 
and disassembling nuclear warheads 
and delivery systems. The progress to-
ward a safer world that was so pains-
takingly and painfully achieved over 
two decades by Presidents of both par-
ties would be demolished. Surely, in a 
world that lacks the Soviet empire, in 
a world where we do not have the same 
kind of threat we have lived with for 
the last 50 years, we do not have to 
turn around and create a new arms 
race. 

Let us review the effects of this pro-
vision of the bill: In one sweeping 
movement, we are effectively demol-
ishing—unilaterally—a treaty to which 
our Nation is a party and which this 
Chamber ratified. This action simply 
ignores procedures to withdraw legally 
from a treaty we determine no longer 
is in our best interests. 

We are countenancing in law the 
known, deliberate violation of U.S. 
law. 

We are pushing Russia to cease abid-
ing by the terms of START I and halt 
progress to implementation of START 
II. 

We are tying the hands of our Presi-
dent in terms of negotiating arms con-
trol agreements. 

And we are launching this Nation on 
the course of spending a minimum of 
$40 billion for an untried, untested mis-
sile defense system that will not pro-
tect against the greatest threats of at-
tack on this Nation. 

The people of this Nation have long 
ago concluded that we in the Congress 
often make decisions and laws that 
make no sense to them. The provisions 
of this bill that pertain to missile de-
fense and, in particular, to the ABM 
Treaty, result from fanning the flame 
of an irrational fear built on a fiction— 
a fiction with which none of our senior 
intelligence community officials 
agrees, and that has no basis in our for-
eign policy history, in our arms control 
history, or in current threat analysis. 
If the Senate approves these provi-
sions, it will take one of the most out-
rageously nonsensical steps it has 
taken in my 11 years of service here. 

I strongly support the amendment of 
the Senator from Michigan in deleting 
the offensive language from this bill. I 
believe Senate adoption of his amend-
ment is absolutely essential. Without 
approval of this amendment, I will vote 
against this bill and urge all Senators 
to do the same. I will join with other 
Senators to urge the President to veto 
it—a step he already has indicated he 
expects to take if these provisions are 
not acceptably modified. 

I believe this bill is destined for the 
trash heap if the amendment is not ap-
proved. I hope it will be approved by an 
overwhelming vote. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, I 
opposed this bill when it was being con-
sidered in the Armed Services Com-
mittee. The main reason I did so were 
the 
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provisions in the bill entitled the Mis-
sile Defense Act of 1995. 

I believe these provisions will do this 
Nation’s security more harm than 
good, by ensuring that START II will 
not be ratified by the Russian Duma. 

Madam President, I am not going to 
repeat the analysis which Senator 
LEVIN, Senator NUNN, Senator EXON, 
Senator KERRY, and various others 
have already made about the specific 
provisions that the Levin amendment 
would strike. They are clearly the 
most provocative of the provisions on 
missile defense that the bill contains 
and the ones that are most certain to 
incite the Russians to react. 

I would like, however, to ask my col-
leagues how we, here in this Senate, 
would react if the Russian Duma 
passed a defense bill that contained the 
following provisions: First, how would 
we react if the Russians adopted a pro-
vision that committed Russia to deploy 
a multisite antiballistic missile de-
fense by the year 2003, with an interim 
capability by the year 1999, which con-
stituted an anticipatory breach of the 
ABM Treaty and that added hundreds 
of millions of dollars in ruble equiva-
lence in order to pursue that goal. 

How would we react here in this Sen-
ate if the Russians adopted a provision 
that revived a space-based missile de-
fense program, in the hope that it 
would allow Russia to dominate space 
in the long run, while providing a sec-
ond layer of missile defense for that 
country? 

How would we react here in this Sen-
ate if the Russians adopted a provision 
that unilaterally resolved the theater 
missile defense demarcation line at a 
point that would clearly make the 
American theater missile defense sys-
tems beyond Patriot violations of the 
ABM Treaty in Russia’s view? 

How would we react here in this Sen-
ate if the Russian Duma adopted a pro-
vision that limited President Yeltsin’s 
ability to retire strategic weapons sys-
tems before START II is ratified by the 
U.S. Senate? 

Finally, how would we react in this 
body if the Russians adopted a provi-
sion that proposed to resume 
hydronuclear testing with yields up to 
hundreds of tons of TNT, which is a 
level that is not usually associated 
with the term hydronuclear. 

Madam President, if that bill were to 
pass the Russian Duma, the din on this 
floor would be deafening. Member after 
Member would stand up and declare 
that the right wing had won the inter-
nal political controversy in Russia, 
that the cold war was back on, and 
that in light of this deeply provocative 
attack by the Russian Duma, ratifica-
tion of the START II Treaty was out of 
the question. 

I am certain that at least 34 Senators 
here would dispatch a letter to the 
President declaring their opposition to 
START II, and demanding a defense 
supplemental bill be submitted to the 
Congress so we could react to what has 
happened. 

Now, of course, if we do this sort of 
thing, in this defense bill that we are 
now considering on the floor, I presume 
the expectation is that the Russians 
would not be similarly provoked. 

Madam President, I do not buy that 
assumption. The one thing that the 
Russian industrial base could effec-
tively compete with us on is fabri-
cating nuclear weapons and missiles. 
Some of that base is in the Ukraine 
and would have to be revived in Russia. 

I, for one, do not want to take the 
chance that the extreme provisions in 
this bill will reignite the arms race. I, 
for one, do not want to subscribe it a 
double standard in our dealings with 
the Russians, now that the cold war is 
over. 

The extreme and provocative actions 
by our so-called ‘‘conservatives’’ in 
this bill, in my view, will undoubtedly 
play into the hands of those who con-
sider themselves conservative from a 
Russian perspective—those, in many 
cases, in Russia at least, who are bent 
on unraveling START II and other 
arms control efforts. 

The only thing that is attempting to 
be conserved by this transnational alli-
ance would be the cold war. 

Madam President, I urge my col-
leagues, as many others have this 
afternoon, to support Senator LEVIN’s 
effort to strike the most extreme pro-
visions of this bill. If they are not 
struck, I trust that the President 
would veto the bill. I hope that is not 
necessary. I hope that we can act ap-
propriately on this amendment and 
this bill can be improved to an extent 
that the President could sign it. Thank 
you. I yield the floor. 

Mr. THURMOND. I yield 10 minutes 
to the distinguished Senator from 
Maine. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, in sitting 
here in the past few moments listening 
to the debate, I am somewhat surprised 
at the level of rhetoric that is cur-
rently being used. 

We heard Senator after Senator get 
up and say this declaration in the DOD 
authorization bill is one to violate the 
ABM Treaty, or to signal our intent to 
do so. They say this is a unilateral ab-
rogation of the treaty against a fic-
tional threat. 

I point out to my colleagues that 
nothing in this bill calls for the abro-
gation of the ABM Treaty. Nothing in 
this bill calls for us to violate the trea-
ty. 

Fictional threat? I wonder how our 
supporters on the other side feel about 
the fictional threat that was launched 
against the state of Israel? What if the 
state of Israel had no defensive sys-
tems? What if they had no Patriots to 
defend against the Scud missile? 

I wonder how many would take the 
floor and say it is tough luck that they 
are out of business. All we had to have 
is a few Scud missiles carrying chem-
ical warheads land in Tel Aviv or Jeru-
salem and wipe out their populations. 
They had no defensive mechanism 
available against it. 

We are talking about something 
quite different in terms of ICBM 
threats. I recall the debate on the 
threat from Iraq, during the debate on 
the Persian Gulf war. I remember those 
citing estimates by our CIA and our 
DIA and other intelligence agencies at 
that time. They said, we cannot give 
you an estimate. It could be 1 year, it 
could be 10 years, and we are guessing 
it is closer to 10 years than 1 year. 

Following the war with Saddam Hus-
sein, I think we came to an entirely 
different conclusion. We discovered 
that Saddam had achieved much great-
er progress toward that goal than we 
had been aware of. 

Members on the other side say this 
should not be a partisan issue. Why is 
it that every time the Republican ma-
jority suggests a policy, it is partisan, 
but when everybody on that side lines 
up and vote against it, it is not par-
tisan. 

This is not a partisan issue. It ought 
to be bipartisan. We ought to say, as a 
body, that we are concerned about the 
proliferation of technology—missile 
technology—in the world. We are con-
cerned when we see major powers sell-
ing technology to potential enemies. 
We are concerned when we see China, 
for example, selling technology to 
other countries that may pose a threat 
to us in the future. We ought to be con-
cerned about the proliferation of tech-
nology that one day—and we cannot 
predict when that one day will be—will 
pose a threat to our population. 

Now, admittedly, if we were to en-
gage in a war with the former Soviet 
Union, that would not involve a lim-
ited attack or an accidental launch 
against us. That would be a massive ex-
change, against which there is no de-
fense. 

I am one who, at different times over 
a number of years, has stood on this 
floor opposing the notion of having a 
so-called dome over the United States 
to protect us from an all-out attack. I 
never believed it was possible to do so 
and led the effort to defeat spending 
money in pursuit of that kind of sys-
tem. 

But I have also stood on the floor 
with the Senator from Georgia, Sen-
ator NUNN, when he expressed concern 
about limited attacks, about acci-
dental launches, about what we would 
do if suddenly received a message stat-
ing: ‘‘Sorry, some accidental launch 
has taken place. There is an ICBM 
headed for New York City or Wash-
ington, DC, or Los Angeles,’’ and all we 
can do is wait for it to hit? 

We are talking about constructing a 
system that will protect against a lim-
ited attack or accidental launch and 
nothing more, and it is all to be done 
in accordance with the ABM Treaty. 

The ABM Treaty as originally writ-
ten called for multiple site defenses, 
two sites for each side. We renegotiated 
that treaty—at that time with the So-
viets—to one site. Now we are saying, 
in view of the proliferation of tech-
nology, we ought to renegotiate it to 
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allow each of us, the Russians and the 
United States, to have some minimal 
capability to protect our respective 
countries against an accidental launch 
or a limited attack. We can do that 
within the ABM Treaty. 

The ABM Treaty explicitly antici-
pates ‘‘changes in the strategic situa-
tion’’ and provides a means to nego-
tiate amendments to deal with such 
changes. It also allows for us to pull 
out of the ABM Treaty upon 6 months’ 
notice. 

Following what I hope will be the de-
feat of the Levin amendment, I intend 
to offer an amendment—perhaps joined 
by the Senator from Georgia, perhaps 
not—to make it clear that we intend to 
act in accordance with the ABM Trea-
ty. We intend also to call upon the 
President to seek to negotiate with the 
Russians to allow each side to develop 
and deploy a limited system to protect 
our respective countries against this 
proliferation threat. And if the Presi-
dent should fail to do so, it will be my 
recommendation that the President 
come back and report to the Congress 
and then seek our advice as to whether 
or not we should continue with the 
ABM Treaty or at that time should in-
dicate our desire to withdraw. 

That is all within the ABM Treaty. 
And contrary to what is being rep-
resented here on the floor this after-
noon, we are not seeking a unilateral 
abrogation. I do not want to see that. I 
hope, later on during the course of this 
afternoon, I can make that very clear 
with explicit language that will resolve 
any doubts about that. We want to con-
tinue to act in accord with the ABM 
Treaty. The ABM Treaty allows us to 
negotiate to seek amendments. We 
want to see if we cannot negotiate with 
the Russians to allow for a deployment 
on a land-based system with multiple 
sites—and the Russians would have the 
same right to do so—to protect us 
against miscalculation or accident. 

Madam President, there is an as-
sumption in all of this debate that 
somehow the threat will only come 
from the former Soviet Union. I do not 
make that assumption. We are con-
cerned about what is taking place on a 
global basis. We are concerned about 
potential threats from other sources. 
We cannot predict who they are, where 
they may be, or how far along the line 
of technology development they have 
proceeded. But we cannot face our con-
stituents in good conscience and say: 
‘‘Sorry we failed to take any measures 
to protect you. Our only defense is to 
launch an all-out attack on whomever 
launched that missile.’’ That is our 
only option today. Is that a rational, 
sound option, to say if you launch one 
or two missiles against the United 
States, we end up launching ours 
against yours? 

What we need to do is to have a lim-
ited protective system. That is what 
the Armed Services Committee seeks 
to do in this authorization. I intend, 
following the debate and conclusion of 
the Levin amendment, to offer an 
amendment to make that very clear. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I will 

just yield myself 1 minute and then I 
will yield to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, the 
language of this bill which we strike 
says it is the policy of the United 
States to deploy a multiple site na-
tional missile defense system. A mul-
tiple site national defense system is 
not allowed by the ABM Treaty. Pe-
riod. 

It also says we should negotiate. 
That is great. But it is very precise, 
and we tried to get these words out in 
committee and we failed. I am very 
glad to hear from the Senator from 
Maine he does not support abrogating 
the treaty and he will offer language 
making it clear we want to stay inside 
the ABM Treaty. That is what my 
amendment does. That is precisely 
what my amendment does, is to strike 
the language which says that it is the 
policy of the United States to deploy a 
multiple site system—which violates 
the ABM Treaty. 

There is one other provision in here. 
The Senator from Maine talks about, 
‘‘We should negotiate,’’ and I surely 
agree with him on that, too. It is stat-
ed right here in language which the 
amendment will strike, if it succeeds, 
that it is the sense of the Senate the 
President should cease all efforts to 
modify or clarify obligations under the 
ABM Treaty. 

So while the Senator from Maine, in 
a way that I fully support, says he 
thinks we should negotiate changes in 
the ABM Treaty, the bill has language, 
which the Levin amendment will 
strike, which says that for 1 year pend-
ing this study the President should not 
seek to modify, to clarify obligations 
under the ABM Treaty. 

So I think the amendment which the 
Senator from Maine says he will oppose 
actually gets exactly at the language 
which I believe he basically will oppose 
as well, at least from the statement he 
gave this afternoon on the floor, that is 
to make it clear we are not now going 
to declare we are going to violate the 
ABM Treaty. The purpose of the Levin 
amendment is to strike the language in 
the bill that says we are going to vio-
late the ABM Treaty. It is clear, as you 
can read it. ‘‘It is the policy of the 
United States to deploy a multiple site 
system.’’ That is what is not permitted 
by the ABM Treaty. That is the lan-
guage, specifically targeted, rifleshot 
language that we seek to remove from 
this bill. 

Now I will yield to the Senator from 
Massachusetts 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized 
for 15 minutes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 
yield myself 10 minutes. 

Madam President, I listened to the 
interventions of my friend and col-

league from Maine and the response 
from the Senator from Michigan, Sen-
ator LEVIN, about whether the provi-
sions in question effectively abrogate 
the ABM Treaty. I would like to refer 
to the committee report which I be-
lieve gives us an answer. The report 
reads, ‘‘The committee acknowledges 
that many of the policies and rec-
ommendations contained in the Missile 
Defense Act of 1995, if implemented, 
would require relief in one form or an-
other from the ABM Treaty.’’ 

It cannot be much clearer than that. 
This language, agreed upon by the ma-
jority of the members of the com-
mittee, acknowledges that many of the 
policies and recommendations con-
tained in the Missile Defense Act of 
1995, if implemented, would require re-
lief from the ABM Treaty. 

It is the purpose of the amendment of 
the Senator from Michigan to remove 
those particular provisions that would 
require such relief. Those who oppose 
his amendment want to maintain the 
provisions in the Missile Defense Act of 
1995 which effectively will emasculate 
the ABM Treaty. 

There is no question—certainly there 
was no question on the minds of any of 
the members of the Armed Services 
Committee—as to what was intended, 
and the Senator from Michigan has 
outlined in careful detail those parts of 
the ABM Treaty that are inconsistent 
with the provisions included in this 
bill. So we should be under no illusion 
about what was intended by the major-
ity of the members of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee and what the remedy 
will be if the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Michigan is accepted. 

Madam President, during the course 
of the debate on the issue, some on the 
other side have argued that we need to 
build and deploy a national missile de-
fense to protect our citizens against 
the accidental and unauthorized launch 
of Russian nuclear missiles. The De-
fense Department has looked at this 
matter. It is not a new issue. It is not 
a new argument. It is a matter that 
was considered and has been considered 
in its various forms over recent years 
in the fashioning and shaping of the 
START I, START II and the ABM trea-
ties. During that consideration, the De-
fense Department determined that the 
best way to defend our Nation against 
accidental launches is to do two things: 
first, reduce the number of nuclear 
missiles in the Russian arsenal, there-
by reducing the likelihood of an acci-
dental launch. Republicans understood 
that. President Nixon understood it 
when he advanced the ABM Treaty. 
President Bush understood it when he 
advanced the START I and START II 
treaties. The Joint Chiefs of Staff and 
the various Secretaries of Defense and 
State understood it as well. 

There must be some new revelation 
that has come over the members of our 
committee to undermine that very 
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basic and fundamental concept em-
braced by Republicans and Democrats, 
Presidents, Secretaries of Defense, and 
members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
They agreed that the most important 
thing that can be done for the security 
of the United States was to achieve nu-
clear arms reductions. These agree-
ments were initiated and supported be-
cause Presidents over a long period of 
time believed that they were in the in-
terest of the security of the American 
people, and of the nations of the globe. 

The Missile Defense Act would under-
mine these achievements, the success-
ful arms reductions negotiated in 
START I and START II. We have been 
warned of that. The Chairman of our 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary 
of State have outlined the statements, 
comments, and conditions of Russian 
leaders that indicate they would not go 
forward to ratify START II if the ABM 
Treaty is abrogated. 

Before taking the second step to pro-
tect our Nation against the unauthor-
ized or accidental launch of nuclear 
missiles one must understand that the 
Soviet Union is not our adversary and 
that it is not our ally. We can expect 
one form of conduct from our adver-
sary and another from our ally. But the 
Soviet Union is neither. 

So the Secretary of Defense and the 
Joint Chiefs have recognized a second 
step, which they have put into prac-
tice, that will be further undermined if 
the Levin amendment is not agreed to, 
and that is to work cooperatively with 
the Russians to assure firm command 
and control over our respective forces. 
For example, in 1994 we reached the nu-
clear detargeting agreement with the 
Russians. We agreed that our nuclear 
missiles deployed in silos or on sub-
marines would not be targeted against 
each other—an important step. 

The Russian missiles are not tar-
geted against us today. I do not want 
to see them retarget their missiles on 
our territory because they have addi-
tional concern about the United States 
breaking out of the ABM Treaty. Our 
friends on the other side cannot guar-
antee that. We cannot, as supporters of 
the Levin amendment, guarantee it. 
But we can say with some degree of 
predictability that the arguments for 
changing that policy of retargeting and 
increasing instability are further ad-
vanced by the defeat of the Levin 
amendment. 

We agreed in 1994 that we would 
change the targeting of our missiles 
both on land and on the seas, and, in 
that way, if there were an accidental 
launch of a Russian nuclear missile, it 
would not land on United States cities 
but harmlessly in the ocean. We 
achieved this important agreement 
through cooperative discussions, not 
by mandates such as those included in 
this particular proposal that would 
mandate the President’s negotiating 
position on the demarcation between 
theater missile defenses and strategic 
defenses. We get it through cooperative 
methods, not by sending bulletins to 

the Russians. We did it through co-
operation, and it has worked and is 
working, and we are safer and more se-
cure today because of that. 

How are we going to make similar 
progress if there is no cooperative rela-
tionship with the Russians? How are we 
going to do that? We have not heard an 
explanation of how cooperation will 
continue if this bill is not amended. 
Once again, the key to United States- 
Russian nuclear safety is maintaining 
the productive relationship we have 
struck since the end of the cold war: to 
continue with the START reductions 
and cooperative threat reduction ef-
forts. And the best way to protect 
Americans from unauthorized and acci-
dental launches of Russian missiles as 
maintained by the Defense Department 
is through cooperative measures, not 
through active defenses. 

There are two efforts—continued re-
ductions in strategic nuclear weapons 
and the Nunn-Lugar cooperative threat 
reduction programs—that we must en-
sure will continue. There is no question 
that there would be serious damage to 
these efforts if we allow this bill to put 
cooperative ventures at risk. 

Finally, Mr. President, in the com-
mittee report on this bill, there is the 
discussion in the section on the Missile 
Defense Act that states that in the 
near term, national missile defense de-
ployments serve to stabilize mutual de-
terrence by reducing prospective incen-
tives to strike first in a crisis. 

That has been an issue that has been 
debated by Republicans and Democrats 
for as long as I can remember, for as 
long as we have been talking about 
strategic nuclear weapons. That was 
the argument when we were looking at 
star wars, and it has been resurrected 
even with the changed world condi-
tions. 

I have great difficulty understanding 
the logic behind this point. If we were 
to deploy a national missile defense, 
we would be degrading the effective-
ness of the Russian offensive missiles. 
And as anybody who follows strategic 
nuclear policy understands, any time 
you degrade the effectiveness of a na-
tion’s missiles, you shorten the fuse on 
those missiles in a time of crisis, you 
increase the incentives for the other 
side to strike first. 

Mutual deterrence remains as the ul-
timate guarantor of our safety from 
nuclear attack. There are ways to 
make deterrence more stable and more 
secure. That is through negotiation of 
arms reductions and negotiations on 
command and control agreements that 
improve the safety of U.S. and Soviet 
nuclear arsenals. 

I believe that is the way to go, and 
all of those efforts will be advanced by 
the acceptance of the Levin amend-
ment. 

Madam President, I strongly support 
the amendment to save the Anti-Bal-
listic Missile Treaty from unilateral 
abrogation, which would be the result 
if this bill is enacted in its present 
form. Since the United States and the 

Soviet Union signed this landmark 
treaty in 1972, it has been the corner-
stone of United States nuclear arms 
control policy. By insuring that nu-
clear arsenals remain effective deter-
rents, the ABM Treaty has brought sta-
bility to the nuclear relationship for 
the past quarter century. 

Unilaterally discarding the ABM 
Treaty would severely undermine the 
cooperative United States-Russian 
strategic relationship. Just as the 
United States is beginning to reap the 
greatest rewards from the strategic nu-
clear policy constructed on the founda-
tion of the ABM Treaty, many Mem-
bers of Congress want to throw it all 
away. 

The START I and START II accords, 
signed by President Bush, would 
verifiably eliminate three-quarters of 
all the nuclear weapons ever pointed at 
the United States. Through the Nunn- 
Lugar cooperative threat reduction 
Program, the Russians are actually ac-
cepting United States help to dis-
mantle their nuclear weapons, a situa-
tion that none of us would have dared 
imagine only a decade ago. 

The bill’s provision is a clear and 
present danger to the ABM Treaty. It 
would turn United States-Russian co-
operation into mistrust. We would be 
discarding tangible present advances in 
arms control for the illusion of future 
security through a national missile de-
fense system that will cost billions of 
dollars above and beyond the huge de-
fense burden we already carry in this 
era of deep budget cuts. 

The only way that opponents of the 
ABM Treaty could develop a rationale 
in support of the offending provisions 
in this bill is by misrepresenting the 
nature of nuclear threats to the United 
States in the post-cold war era, the 
value of the ABM Treaty today, and 
the need for building and deploying 
strategic defense in the near future. 

Five transparent myths underlie the 
case for building national missile de-
fenses and abrogating the ABM Treaty. 
Once the myths are exposed, the case 
for abrogating the ABM Treaty crum-
bles. 

Myth No. 1 is that the ABM Treaty is 
a cold war relic whose value dis-
appeared with the demise of the former 
Soviet Union, so that we can abrogate 
the ABM Treaty at no cost to United 
States security. 

The cold war may have ended, but 
nuclear deterrence still remains as the 
centerpiece of U.S. nuclear security. 

The end of the cold war and the re-
laxation of military tensions between 
the United States and the Soviet suc-
cessor states have not made the ABM 
Treaty obsolete. The nature of nuclear 
weapons and their massive destructive 
power has not changed. No matter how 
much the opponents of the ABM Treaty 
wish it were otherwise, effective mu-
tual deterrence is what keeps Ameri-
cans safe from nuclear war. 

Today, 6 years after the fall of the 
Berlin Wall and nearly 4 years after the 
breakup of the Soviet Union, the rela-
tionship between the United States and 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:48 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00039 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S03AU5.REC S03AU5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES11266 August 3, 1995 
Russia is in transition. Russia is no 
longer our adversary, but it is not our 
ally either. Although we see no appar-
ent tensions that could lead to nuclear 
conflict, prudence dictates that we 
structure our remaining nuclear arse-
nals to achieve the most stable nuclear 
deterrence possible. 

The end to the hostile relationship 
allows us to cooperate much more ex-
tensively than in the past to solidify 
and stabilize nuclear deterrence at 
much lower levels of nuclear weapons. 
Over the past 6 years, we have managed 
to use this change in the relationship 
in a way that leaves deterrence more 
stable, and the American people safer 
than at any time since the beginning of 
the cold war. 

Consider the progress we have made 
in recent years. In 1991, President Bush 
and President Gorbachev signed the 
START I Treaty. Two years later, 
President Bush and President Yeltsin 
signed the START II Treaty, which 
will reduce the number of Russian nu-
clear warheads pointed in our direction 
from 10,000 to 3,500. 

In addition, through cooperative ini-
tiatives, the so-called Nunn-Lugar pro-
grams, we are working with the Rus-
sians to assist them in dismantling 
their nuclear warheads, thereby sub-
stantially reducing the Russian arse-
nal’s threat to the United States and 
substantially reducing the likelihood 
that nuclear weapons will end up in the 
hands of renegade regimes or terror-
ists. 

The ABM Treaty is the indispensable 
foundation for these steps. Abrogating 
the treaty would jeopardize all of these 
important advances, and endanger the 
future of United States-Russian nu-
clear relations. 

Some argue that the ABM Treaty is 
obsolete because deterrence is no 
longer needed. They pretend that we 
can rely on missile defenses to protect 
the American people from nuclear war. 
This is the same preposterous argu-
ment we heard during the 1980’s, when 
star wars was oversold as a miracle 
protection from the nuclear threat. 

SDI never came close to meeting the 
standards of operational effectiveness 
and cost-effectiveness that the Reagan 
administration said would be necessary 
to make the transition from deterrence 
to defense. No technical advances since 
the abandonment of that ill-conceived 
and wasteful adventure make the re-
ality today any different. Defense can-
not replace deterrence, and we would 
be foolish to try it. The ABM Treaty is 
not obsolete. It is still the foundation 
for stable deterrence, and it deserves to 
be maintained. 

The second myth is that the Russians 
will not mind if we abrogate the ABM 
Treaty. It is said that we can deploy a 
national missile defense and still main-
tain a cooperative strategic relation-
ship with Moscow. 

This groundless assertion is refuted 
by the Secretary of Defense, the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and 
most important of all, by the Russians 
themselves. 

Gen. John Shalikashvili, the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in a 
June 28 letter to Senator LEVIN stated 
that undermining the ABM Treaty will 
make START II ratification by the 
Russian parliament highly unlikely. In 
the letter, he addresses this issue clear-
ly. He writes: 

While we believe that START II is in both 
countries’ interests regardless of other 
events, we must assume such unilateral US 
legislation could harm prospects for START 
II ratification by the Duma and probably im-
pact our broader security relationship with 
Russia as well. 

General Shalikashvili is the top mili-
tary officer in the Nation. He has had 
extensive contacts with senior Russian 
military officers. In his view, enact-
ment of legislation that harms the 
ABM Treaty will damage our coopera-
tive security relationship with the 
Russians at the very moment when we 
are trying to move forward in arms 
control. 

Secretary of Defense Perry, in a let-
ter to Senator NUNN, the ranking mem-
ber of the Armed Services Committee, 
feels the same way. He writes that the 
provisions in this bill ‘‘would jeop-
ardize Russian implementation of the 
START I and START II treaties, which 
involve the elimination of many thou-
sands of strategic nuclear weapons.’’ 
Secretary Perry understands full well 
the damage this bill would inflict on 
U.S. security, which is why the admin-
istration strongly opposes these provi-
sions. 

The Russians themselves feel the 
same way. At the May summit in Mos-
cow, President Clinton and President 
Yeltsin signed a joint statement that 
commits both nations to upholding the 
ABM Treaty, and to developing and de-
ploying theater missile defense sys-
tems in compliance with the Treaty. It 
is reckless to think that the Russians 
will watch us violate this commitment 
without a response that will set back 
the cause of our mutual security. 

At the Conference on Disarmament 
in Geneva on June 29, Russian Foreign 
Minister Alexander Kozyrev reaffirmed 
the commitment of the Yeltsin govern-
ment to ratify the START II Treaty, 
‘‘subject to strict compliance with the 
ABM Treaty.’’ 

It could not be any clearer. If we ab-
rogate the ABM Treaty, we will not 
have START II, much less START III. 
We will not have cooperative threat re-
duction. And we may well not have a 
comprehensive test ban and other arms 
control agreements we need in the 
years ahead. 

The third myth underlying the pro-
posed abrogation of the ABM Treaty is 
that we face the threat of ballistic mis-
sile attack from renegade nations that 
will achieve this capability in the near 
future. 

This myth squarely contradicts the 
conclusions of the U.S. intelligence 
community and the Pentagon leader-
ship. 

Lt. Gen. James Clapper, Jr., the Di-
rector of the Defense Intelligence 

Agency, testified before the Armed 
Services Committee in January that 
‘‘we see no interest in or capability of 
any new country reaching the conti-
nental United States with a long range 
missile for at least the next decade.’’ 
Secretary Perry endorsed this judg-
ment in testimony before the Armed 
Services Committee this year. 

Concern about future ballistic mis-
sile threats to U.S. territory is the 
basis for the Clinton administration’s 
research and development program on 
national missile defenses. This reason-
able level of spending on anti-missile 
defenses will put the United States in a 
position to rapidly deploy such a de-
fense if unforeseen threats arise in the 
near future. It makes sense to spend a 
modest amount on R&D. It makes no 
sense to throw billions of dollars into 
deploying what may be an unnecessary 
system sooner. 

Myth No. 4 is that a multi-site na-
tional missile defense can be deployed 
over the next decade for a modest cost. 
This assertion is a fantasy. This year’s 
bill plans to spend $671 million on na-
tional missile defense, an increase of 
$300 million over the administration’s 
request. But this increment is only the 
tip of a very large iceberg. 

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office, deploying a single-site na-
tional missile defense would cost $29 
billion to complete and $16.5 billion of 
the total would be spent over the next 
5 years. This estimate does not include 
the cost of building additional sites, 
which the pending bill calls for, and it 
does not include the cost of operating 
and maintaining the system once it is 
operational. 

Other costs will be higher too. Abro-
gation of the ABM Treaty will doom 
START II, and saddle us with a nuclear 
stalemate with the Russians at cold 
war levels. We will have to maintain 
our strategic nuclear arsenal at its cur-
rent size, not the greatly reduced level 
under START II. If we proceed with 
this bill, we will be spending tens of 
billions of tax dollars in a way that in-
creases the nuclear threat to the 
United States. The American taxpayer 
was taken for a long and expensive and 
unnecessary ride by star wars in the 
1980s. It makes no sense to repeat that 
experience in the post-cold war era. 

Myth No. 5 is that we need to discard 
the ABM Treaty in order to build and 
deploy effective theater missile de-
fenses to protect U.S. forces in the 
field. The fact is, the United States can 
do both. We can comply with the ABM 
Treaty, and we can create effective 
theater missile defense systems. 

The ABM Treaty strictly limits de-
velopment and deployment of strategic 
missile defenses. But it expressly al-
lows the signers to deploy theater mis-
sile defenses. The United States is al-
ready developing advanced theater 
missile defenses that may have signifi-
cant capability to defeat strategic of-
fensive missiles. 

As a result, the Clinton administra-
tion has entered into negotiations with 
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Russia to determine which systems 
will be permitted under the ABM Trea-
ty. By so doing, the President is using 
one of the key features of the treaty— 
its flexibility to update and revise the 
Treaty as developments demand. 

This bill, however, prevents the effec-
tive negotiation of any boundary be-
tween theater and strategic defenses. It 
would deny the President the power to 
negotiate this clarification of the trea-
ty in a way that will best serve our na-
tional security. 

By attempting to achieve by legisla-
tive mandate what the President 
should negotiate, the bill will undercut 
the basic constitutional allocation of 
treaty-making powers between the 
President and Congress. It is wrong to 
legislate an ideological negotiating po-
sition while rational negotiations are 
underway. This step sets an extremely 
dangerous precedent for the future, and 
could result in the collapse of the ABM 
Treaty. 

It is time to cut through the myths 
and misrepresentations. Our national 
security is at stake. It makes no sense 
to sacrifice real and verifiable reduc-
tions in the Russian nuclear arsenal, in 
exchange for a multibillion dollar na-
tional missile defense that will leave 
us less secure. A decade ago, we should 
have left star wars in Hollywood where 
it belonged—and that is where this 
senseless sequel belongs too. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment. 

Madam President, I yield whatever 
time remains back to the Senator from 
Michigan. 

Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

THOMPSON). The Senator from South 
Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. I yield 10 minutes 
to the distinguished Senator from New 
Hampshire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH. I thank the Senator 
from South Carolina. 

Mr. President, the other side in this 
debate, Senator LEVIN and others, as-
sert that somehow this bill is going to 
violate the ABM Treaty or require us 
to violate the ABM Treaty. Those are 
the terms that we have heard used— 
violate or require us to violate the 
treaty. 

My friend, Senator LEVIN, is a very 
accomplished attorney, and I respect 
his intellect very much, but this is just 
patently false. There is no requirement 
to violate any treaty in this legislation 
we have written. Nothing in this bill 
violates the treaty, nothing. If it did, if 
the language in here were to violate 
the treaty, why does the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia, Senator NUNN, 
in comment after comment talk about 
an anticipatory breach down the road? 

If there is an anticipatory breach 
down the road, the way I read that is 
there is not any breach yet. There is 
not any violation of anything. We are 
anticipating it. Well, you can antici-

pate anything you want, but the facts 
speak for themselves. This does not 
violate the ABM Treaty, period. Noth-
ing in this bill violates the ABM Trea-
ty. It is simply patently false to say 
that it does. 

Now, in 2003—that is the deployment 
date for ground-based multiple sites— 
in 2003, yes, we could do that, but it is 
not 2003. This is still 1995 as I looked at 
the calendar, and I do not quite under-
stand the logic here of how it is that 
we are violating something that we 
have not violated yet. We are antici-
pating a violation, but we are not vio-
lating anything. So I am having trou-
ble understanding the semantics, and I 
think that is probably the intent of the 
opposition here, to make sure that oth-
ers have trouble understanding the se-
mantics so that we can confuse and ob-
fuscate and hide the real truth, which 
is that we are not violating any treaty 
at all in this language. 

Now, article XIII, which the Senator 
from Michigan and others are aware of, 
is very clear on this, about what our 
rights are under this treaty. There is 
nothing hidden about it. I have a copy 
of the treaty right here in my hand, 
and it says: 

To promote the objectives and implemen-
tation of the provisions of this treaty, the 
parties shall establish promptly a standing 
consultative commission within the frame-
work of which they will— 

Among other things, 
consider possible changes in the strategic 
situation which have a bearing on the provi-
sions of this treaty. 

Surely, my colleagues will admit 
there have been strategic changes since 
the fall of the Soviet Union. Second: 

Consider as appropriate possible proposals 
for further increasing the viability of this 
Treaty including proposals for amendments. 

We have a right to amend the treaty. 
And finally it says under article XV, 
Mr. President, that: 

Each party shall in exercising its national 
sovereignty have the right to withdraw from 
this Treaty if it decides that extraordinary 
events relating to the subject matter of this 
Treaty have jeopardized its supreme inter-
ests and it shall give notice of its decision to 
the other party 6 months prior to the with-
drawal from the Treaty. 

So we are not violating any treaty 
with this language. If someone is say-
ing we are anticipating the violation of 
the treaty, fine; we can anticipate any-
thing we want to. But it is simply 
wrong to say that we are violating this 
treaty or that we do not have the right 
to change this treaty or to withdraw 
from this treaty or whatever the par-
ties wish to do. It is right there. It is 
written. It is clear. It is indisputable. 
It is fact. 

I am kind of surprised to hear that 
we are going to automatically violate 
this treaty if we decide that we, in the 
United States of America, want to de-
fend America against attack. 

Well, you know what? We do not vio-
late the treaty, but if we had to defend 
America I would violate the treaty— 
that happens to be this Senator’s per-

sonal opinion—because I do not think I 
am worshiping at the altar of a treaty. 
I did not know that a treaty was for-
ever and that we could not change the 
provisions. 

We have the right to change this 
treaty. It was written to change, just 
like the Constitution was written with 
a possibility to amend it. This treaty 
was written to change it, to even with-
draw from it if it is in the national se-
curity interests of a nation to do so. 

Those are the facts. I suggest to my 
colleagues that the end of the cold war 
is just the kind of change the treaty is 
referring to. That is the kind of stra-
tegic change that this treaty is refer-
ring to, the end of the cold war, the end 
of a bipolar world. We are now in a 
multipolar world with threats that we 
do not really know how to calculate, 
with weapons that are different and in 
the hands of some who may be more in-
clined to use them than even the old 
Soviet Union. Our colleagues who sup-
port the Levin amendment, if we are to 
put this in perspective, are the same 
people who day after day, day after 
day, year after year, argue the cold war 
is over and therefore we should adapt 
our defense program to the changed en-
vironment. 

That is a good argument. The cold 
war is over. We must adapt. We are 
adapting. We have downsized our mili-
tary. We are changing some of the pri-
orities in our weapons systems. That is 
fine. But why are they fighting so hard, 
Mr. President, to preserve the most ob-
vious relic of the cold war, the ABM 
Treaty? The ABM Treaty, the Anti-
Ballistic Missile Treaty, the relic of 
the cold war, deals with a bipolar 
world, deals with a concept of mutual 
assured destruction, that if one side 
fires at the other, the other will fire 
back; therefore, the first side will not 
fire. That is the whole logic here, but is 
not a bipolar world. 

Does anybody believe that Saddam 
Hussein would be reasonable and ra-
tional, or perhaps Qadhafi in Libya? 
Are we dealing with rational people in 
some of these fundamentalist and other 
nations around the world today? I 
think not, and the American people 
know that. 

Frankly, those who wrote this treaty 
knew that, that we were not always 
going to have the same situation in the 
world. The treaty is between the 
United States and the Soviet Union. 
There is no Soviet Union anymore. 
Even if we agree that Russia is the suc-
cessor to the Soviet Union—which 
frankly is an open question—there are 
many other nations now, legitimate 
nations of the world that were part of 
that old Soviet Union. It is not just 
Russia. Russia is not the automatic 
successor to the Soviet Union. 

It is clear that this treaty does not 
include the nations that threaten us 
the most. The nations that threaten us 
most: Libya, North Korea, Syria, Iran, 
Iraq, China, they did not sign the ABM 
Treaty. They do not have anything to 
do with the ABM Treaty. So why are 
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we locked to an ABM Treaty? Why are 
we locked to an ABM Treaty that does 
not even deal with the countries that 
are threatening us? 

The answer is very simple. We should 
not be. And the treaty founders, those 
who authored that treaty, knew it. We 
are not standing on the brink with 
Russia. In fact, Yeltsin says Russia is 
no longer targeting us with missiles. 
This is no longer bipolar. It is 
multipolar. 

The Levin amendment would leave us 
perpetually locked into an outdated 
posture of confrontation with the 
former Soviet Union, the past, the cold 
war. Let us step into the 21st century. 
Let us look at the threat today, not 
yesterday. We have an obligation here 
in this Senate to look ahead, to protect 
the future, and this language does it. 
This language does it. It encourages a 
cooperative transition away, away 
from mutual assured destruction to-
ward mutual assured security—not de-
struction. 

The Levin amendment would leave 
America completely vulnerable to bal-
listic missile attack. It would strike 
this language, gut the essence of the 
bill, restrict our ability to make the-
ater defenses as technologically capa-
ble as possible. 

The SASC bill says all Americans de-
serve to be protected and ensures that 
our national security and theater de-
fense programs are targeted toward the 
specific threats which confront us 
today, not yesterday. 

The Levin amendment would perpet-
uate the policy again of mutual as-
sured destruction, even though the cold 
war is over. Do not take my word for 
it. Henry Kissinger, who helped develop 
the doctrine, agrees that mutual as-
sured destruction is no longer relevant; 
not even appropriate, yet Senator 
LEVIN would continue a policy that I 
believe is absurd, that leaves our Na-
tion defenseless while being locked 
into a policy, a relic that belongs in 
the dustbin of history. It is time to 
move on, Mr. President. It is time to 
move into the 21st century. 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Forty- 
seven seconds. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time, and I 
thank the Senator from South Carolina 
for yielding. 

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. I yield the Senator from 

Arkansas 10 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Arkansas. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Thank you, Mr. 

President. I thank the Senator from 
Michigan. 

Mr. President, I heard the Senator 
from Maine a moment ago say that 
there is not anything in this bill that 
abrogates the ABM Treaty between 
Russia and the United States. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I cannot 
hear very well. Is the Senator using his 
microphone? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
Senator using his microphone? 

Mr. BUMPERS. I thought I was. I see 
it lying on the floor. 

Most people say, ‘‘I heard your 
speech awhile ago, and when I stuck 
my head out the window I could really 
hear it.’’ 

Is this better? I apologize. 
As I was about to say, the Senator 

from Maine awhile ago said there was 
not anything in this bill that would ab-
rogate the ABM Treaty. I do not know 
how more forcefully you can abrogate 
the treaty than to pass this bill. Now, 
obviously, it is not going to be abro-
gated until the Soviet Union gets a 
stomach full of this kind of stuff and 
withdraws from the treaty, which they 
have a right to do on 6 months’ notice. 
But, first of all, I want you to look at 
the language of the treaty. As I said 
this morning, English is the mother 
tongue. That is what we speak. That is 
what we write. And here is what the 
mother tongue says in article I of the 
1976 Protocol of the ABM Treaty. 
‘‘Each party shall be limited at any 
one time’’—limited at any one time— 
‘‘to a single area out of the two pro-
vided in article III of the treaty for de-
ployment. . .’’ 

You see the word ‘‘single’’? That 
means one. ‘‘Single’’ and ‘‘one’’ are the 
same. 

Here is what the bill says. Section 
233, ‘‘It is the policy of the United 
States to . . . deploy a multiple-site’’— 
‘‘multiple,’’ colleagues, is more than 
one. ‘‘. . .United States to . . . deploy a 
multiple-site national ballistic missile 
defense system.’’ 

Section 235, two sections down, ‘‘The 
Secretary of Defense shall develop . . . 
national missile defense system, which 
will attain initial operational capa-
bility by the end of 2003.’’ It shall in-
clude ‘‘Ground-based interceptors de-
ployed at multiple sites’’—not two; 
maybe a half a dozen. And the treaty is 
very specific that we shall be limited 
to one. 

And people have the temerity to get 
up on this floor and, I assume, try to 
deceive the American people into be-
lieving this is a perfectly harmless, in-
nocent little bill. Oh, I wish I missed 
the cold war like some of my col-
leagues do. There are colleagues in this 
place that cannot sleep at night since 
the cold war ended and will do any-
thing to resurrect it. There are defense 
contractors who cannot stand the de-
mise of the Soviet Union. I do not 
know why it bothers them. We cer-
tainly have not cut defense spending 
any. 

When the Senator from Maine men-
tioned the people of Israel, he was talk-
ing about a theater missile defense sys-
tem which virtually every person in 
this body has strongly supported. We 
are not talking about theater missiles. 
We are talking about headed toward an 
antiballistic missile system in direct 

contravention of our word as a nation 
with our name on a treaty that either 
means something or it does not. 

Oh, the arrogance in this bill drives 
me crazy. First, we will say where the 
demarcation line is between whether 
something is a theater missile or an 
antiballistic missile system. We will 
decide. And if the Russians do not like 
it, as we used to say when I was a kid, 
they can take it or lump it. We will de-
ploy on multiple sites. And if the Rus-
sians think that violates the treaty, 
which it clearly does, they can take it 
or lump it. 

This bill says ‘‘the Senate.’’ Now, you 
think about the President of the 
United States, who negotiates treaties 
and who is talking to the Russians 
right now about trying to resolve some 
of these ABM questions. What does this 
bill say? The Senate—not the Presi-
dent—the Senate will appoint a group 
of Senators to review ‘‘continuing 
value and validity of the ABM Treaty.’’ 
We will decide whether it has any 
value, whether it has any continuing 
validity. That would be insulting 
enough. What else do they say? This 
committee will recommend policy 
guidance, and the President—Mr. 
President, you will ‘‘cease all efforts to 
modify, clarify or otherwise alter this 
treaty,’’ et cetera, et cetera. The arro-
gance of a bill that says to the Presi-
dent, ‘‘Stop it. Quit trying to work 
something out. We will decide whether 
this treaty has value or not.’’ 

The arguments on the other side 
about how this bill does not abrogate 
the treaty, all it does is set out a whole 
host of things which lead unalterably 
toward a flagrant violation of the trea-
ty and abrogation of the treaty. No 
self-respecting nation—and Russia is 
one—will sit idly by while we construe 
the treaty any way we want to. And 
they are expected to sit idly by and 
say, ‘‘Yes, yes, yes.’’ 

I have never heard as much third- 
grade sophistry in my life as I heard 
when the Senator from Michigan of-
fered his amendment. On June 21, 
President Yeltsin submitted the 
START II Treaty, not negotiated by 
Bill Clinton, negotiated by George 
Bush—a good treaty. It should be rati-
fied by both sides immediately. George 
Bush should say he wants it put on his 
epitaph that he negotiated START II. 
So when President Yeltsin appointed 
his Foreign Minister, Andrey Kozynev, 
and his Defense Minister, Pavel 
Grachev, then the President of the 
Russian party, to negotiate with the 
Duma and ratify START II, a spokes-
man for the Duma said: 

The ratification process would undoubt-
edly be influenced by progress in the attain-
ment of a Russian-American agreement on 
the delineation of the strategic and tactical 
antimissile defense system. The observance 
of the 1972 ABM Treaty depends on this. 

The role of this treaty remains unchanged 
in creating conditions for cutting down stra-
tegic offensive weapons. 

Can you blame Russia? Be fair-mind-
ed for about 10 seconds. That is unusual 
around here. But try it. Be fair-minded 
for about 10 seconds. If the roles were 
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reversed, if the Russians were passing 
laws to abrogate the ABM Treaty, 
would we ratify START II? We would 
take it to the men’s room, is what we 
would do with it. 

Well, Mr. President, both nations 
have saved billions of dollars by not 
building antiballistic missile systems. 
We have a lot of Senators, I say, who 
just can hardly handle the end of the 
cold war. How many times have I stood 
at this desk trying to keep this Nation 
from spending $2 billion resurrecting a 
bunch of old rusty buckets called bat-
tleships. Two billion dollars. Where are 
they? In mothballs right where every-
body knew they were going. Two bil-
lion dollars already gone. 

I stood here pleading with this body, 
‘‘Don’t buy all these D–5 missiles, you 
can’t possibly use that many.’’ And the 
Star Wars battle which I thought was 
over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I ask for 2 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield 2 additional min-
utes. 

Mr. BUMPERS. All I heard was, ‘‘The 
chiefs want it, the Secretary wants it,’’ 
and now the chiefs do not want this. 
They did not even want the $7 billion 
that was added in committee, and they 
certainly do not want all this language 
in the bill. Chairman Shalikashvili 
does not want it. Nobody wants it ex-
cept the Armed Services Committee. 

Our bombers are not on alert. Our 
cities are not targeted. For the first 
time in 40 years the American people 
can get a decent night’s sleep. So what 
are we going to do? We are going to 
say, ‘‘Wake up, remember the good old 
days when you couldn’t sleep at night 
for fear of a nuclear war? They are 
going to bring it back to you in 
spades.’’ 

There are a lot of things wrong with 
this bill. I said this morning, and I say 
again, in my 21 years in the Senate, 
this is, by far, the worst defense bill 
that has ever been presented on this 
floor. 

Oh, the arrogance of power. Every 
great nation that has indulged in the 
arrogance of power, as this bill does, 
has lived to regret it. The Senator from 
New Hampshire said we have not vio-
lated the ABM Treaty ‘‘yet,’’ ‘‘we’re 
just going to interpret it any way we 
want to and we are going to build a 
system and we will decide where the 
demarcation line is.’’ Do you think the 
Russians are going to take something 
that they feel is prejudicial to their se-
curity? The last guy to underestimate 
Russia was Adolf Hitler. They are on 
their hunkers, but I will tell you, they 
will starve their people before they will 
be humiliated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I ask for 1 additional 
minute. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield 1 minute. 
Mr. BUMPERS. I have watched on 

Discovery Channel for the past 2 

months and on PBS all these battles of 
World War II, a lot of them the Rus-
sians against the Germans. Twenty- 
two million Russians died. They 
starved to death by the thousands at 
Leningrad and in Stalingrad. 

I am not suggesting we be afraid of 
Russia. I am suggesting that the world 
will be eminently better off if the two 
superpowers of this world can agree. 
The American people really do not un-
derstand the details of this. Do you 
know what the American people do? 
They elect you and me to do respon-
sible things. They elect us expecting 
that we will know something about it 
and that we will protect the American 
people. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I yield the floor. 
Mr. LEVIN. I yield to Senator 

CHAFEE 10 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I am 

deeply concerned over this bill’s provi-
sion affecting the ABM Treaty, and I 
would like to discuss my support for 
the Levin amendment. Let me give a 
little bit of history. 

The ABM Treaty was agreed to 20 
years ago. What does it do? We hear a 
lot about the ABM Treaty, but what 
does it do? What is the key part of it? 
The thrust of it was to prevent the 
United States or the Soviet Union from 
gaining the ability to unilaterally 
—that is one side alone—to launch a 
ballistic missile attack against the 
other without the possibility of ret-
ribution. In other words, the whole 
purpose of the treaty was to prevent ei-
ther side from employing a defensive 
system to shoot down incoming mis-
siles, because that would, in effect, en-
courage one side to launch an attack 
knowing that they would be protected 
from any retaliation. 

Since that time, the geopolitical sit-
uation in the world has changed. The 
Soviet Union no longer exists and the 
Warsaw Pact has collapsed. There has 
also been rapid technological advances 
that could not have been predicted at 
the time that the ABM Treaty was 
signed. 

Given these dramatic changes, I cer-
tainly understand the interest to take 
a look at this ABM Treaty. It has been 
20 years. It is appropriate to have 
modifications and to look at it again. 
But, the point I want to make is, the 
changes to this treaty, or any other 
treaty, for that matter, must be nego-
tiated by the President of the United 
States, in consultation with his mili-
tary and diplomatic advisers and, obvi-
ously, with confirmation by the Sen-
ate. 

Such changes should not be dictated 
by the legislature, either the House or 
the Senate. 

Let us look at what S. 1026 does in re-
gard to the ABM Treaty. This is what 
it says: 

It is the policy of the United States to de-
ploy a multiple-site national missile defense 
system. 

The ABM Treaty says each nation 
can only have one ABM site, one site in 
each nation. This says ‘‘No, no, we are 
changing that policy.’’ 

It is the policy of the United States to de-
ploy a multiple-site national missile defense 
system. 

That policy is clearly in violation of 
the ABM Treaty. We are going to hear 
arguments back and forth, does that 
mandate that there be multiple sites? 
It can be argued both ways, and it obvi-
ously is an arguable point. But there is 
no question but we are declaring that 
it is the policy of the United States to 
have multiple sites. 

Whether that is a mandate or not, I 
do not know, but certainly I do not 
want any part of it. We have gotten 
along with the ABM Treaty for 20 
years. If we want changes, let us nego-
tiate them. Let us not have them 
emerge from this Senate dictating in a 
way or declaring it is a policy to have 
these multiple sites. 

What else does the bill we are debat-
ing today do? It prohibits ‘‘any missile 
defense or air defense system or system 
upgrade or system component that has 
not been flight tested in a unilateral,’’ 
and here we go ahead and define what 
is an ABM qualifying flight test. 

Next, it goes on—here is an impor-
tant point, Mr. President—it states the 
sense of Congress that: 

. . . the President should cease all efforts 
to modify, clarify, or otherwise alter U.S. ob-
ligations under the ABM Treaty pending the 
outcome of a Senate review. 

Look, who is in charge around here? 
Is it the Senate of the United States, 
or is it the President under his con-
stitutional powers? We say, no, he can-
not do anything until we have a Senate 
review of the treaty. How long is that 
going to last? It could last 3 years; it 
could last 10 years. During all of that 
time, the President’s hands would be 
tied. I really do not think that is what 
we want. 

The provisions of this bill constitute 
an unwarranted usurpation of Presi-
dential authority to conduct foreign 
policy on the most sensitive of na-
tional security matters. 

Mr. President, Congress simply 
should not be in the business of dic-
tating to the President how to inter-
pret, how to implement, or how to re-
negotiate a binding treaty of the 
United States. As a Republican Sen-
ator, I would never impose those kinds 
of conditions on a Republican Presi-
dent, and as a Republican Senator, I do 
not suggest that they should be im-
posed on a Democratic President. 

Secretary of Defense William Perry 
has warned that these provisions would 
jeopardize Russian implementation of 
the Reagan and the Bush—who are 
they? Republican Presidents—Reagan- 
Bush negotiated START I and START 
II Treaties. These treaties involve the 
destruction of thousands of nuclear 
warheads. 

Joint Chiefs of Staff Chairman 
Shalikashvili has similarly cautioned 
that the bill’s ABM provisions should 
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probably impact our broadened secu-
rity relationship with Russia. I do not 
argue with the premise that the United 
States ought to pursue missile defense 
technologies in order to deter potential 
aggressors who have made substantial 
progress in this field. Yes, we ought to 
do some work in that area. 

I also do not oppose appropriate 
modifications of the 20-year-old ABM 
Treaty that are negotiated by the 
President. But this bill simply goes too 
far. Congress must not legislate such 
specific modifications to the treaty. 

So, Mr. President, I am in support of 
the Levin amendment and urge my col-
leagues to support it. 

So I want to thank the Chair and 
thank the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Carolina is recognized. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the 

amendment by the Senator from 
Michigan attempts to hold on to the 
cold war status quo that we have come 
to know as mutual assured destruction. 
But is the cold war not over? 

Mr. President, the United States 
should not be reluctant to reassess the 
continuing value and validity of the 
ABM Treaty. The Defense authoriza-
tion bill does not advocate abrogation 
of the ABM Treaty, but it does firmly 
acknowledge that the strategic and po-
litical circumstances that led to the 
ABM Treaty have changed. 

The Levin amendment is a backward 
rather than a forward looking amend-
ment. We should be looking forward 
and attempting to foster a new form of 
strategic stability that is not based on 
mutual assured destruction. Think 
about it—5 years after the end of the 
cold war, with all the political changes 
that have occurred, the United States 
and Russia have not fundamentally al-
tered the strategic posture that so 
characterized the cold war. 

All Senators should agree that the 
ABM Treaty is technically and geo-
politically outdated. While the treaty 
requires the United States and Russia 
to remain vulnerable to each other’s 
threats, it has the effect of requiring 
the United States to remain vulnerable 
to threats posed by other countries. 
Countries like North Korea are devel-
oping intercontinental ballistic mis-
siles, while missile and nuclear tech-
nologies are practically available on 
the open market. Let me quote former 
Deputy Secretary of Defense and cur-
rent Director of Central Intelligence 
John Deutch: 

The 1972 ABM Teaty does not conform with 
either the changed geopolitical cir-
cumstances or the new technological oppor-
tunities of today. We should not be reluctant 
to negotiate treaty modifications that ac-
knowledge the new realities, provided we re-
tain the essential stabilizing purpose of the 
treaty. 

It has also become clear that vulner-
ability to missile attack neither sta-
bilizes nor enhances deterrence. The 
Persian Gulf war demonstrated this 
clearly. Israel, a country with an ex-

tremely credible retaliatory threat, 
came under repeated attack during the 
war. For a variety of complicated rea-
sons Israel simply did not retaliate. 
Perhaps most ironic, the reason that 
Saddam Hussein launched missiles at 
Israel was precisely to provoke retalia-
tion. Secretary of Defense Perry recog-
nized this point in a recent speech: 
‘‘The bad news is that in this era, de-
terrence may not provide even the cold 
comfort it did during the cold war. We 
may be facing terrorists or rogue re-
gimes with ballistic missiles and nu-
clear weapons at the same time in the 
future, and they may not buy into our 
deterrence theory. Indeed, they may be 
madder than MAD.’’ And yet, the 
amendment of the Senator from Michi-
gan seems to deny that things have 
changed. 

On the subject of change, let me 
quote Secretary Perry again: ‘‘We now 
have the opportunity to create a new 
relationship, based not on MAD, not on 
mutual assured destruction, but rather 
on another acronym, MAS, or mutual 
assured safety.’’ This is precisely what 
the Missile Defense Act of 1995 calls 
for. Its language almost mirrors Sec-
retary Perry’s statement. 

We must not allow a 20-year-old trea-
ty to prevent the United States from 
responding to legitimate and growing 
security threats. Stated simply, the 
ABM Treaty as it now stands prevents 
the United States from deploying a na-
tional missile defense system that 
could protect all Americans against 
even a limited ballistic missile attack. 
The authorization bill says that it is 
time to begin changing this. There is a 
real and growing threat. It will take us 
8 years to develop the system called for 
in the bill. By that time the United 
States could face a variety of new and 
unpredictable threats, including a 
North Korean ICBM. 

I would also point out that the ABM 
Treaty was meant to be a living docu-
ment. Article XIII recognizes the possi-
bility that changed circumstances 
would require the treaty to be modi-
fied. Articles XIV and XV provide the 
procedures for making such changes. 
The argument that this bill violates 
the treaty is simply false. All the 
means for achieving the policies and 
goals in the Missile Defense Act of 1995 
are contained in the ABM Treaty itself. 

We should also remember that the 
ABM Treaty was originally a multiple- 
site treaty. For those who so resist any 
change to the treaty, I would remind 
them that the Senate voted to amend 
the treaty in 1974. It did not upset the 
Russians then and it should not upset 
them today if we restore the treaty’s 
multiple-site aspect. 

In fact, the Russians have repeatedly 
demonstrated a willingness to amend 
the treaty in ways that are fully com-
patible with the Missile Defense Act of 
1995. Deployment of a multiple-site na-
tional missile defense system should 
not be viewed by the Russians as 
threatening or in any way undermining 
their confidence in deterrence. 

There is no substantive reason why a 
U.S. policy to develop such a system 
should undermine START II, as has 
been argued by the Senator from 
Michigan. START II has plenty of 
problems, but the ABM Treaty should 
not be one of them. Allowing the Rus-
sians to use the ABM Treaty as a dis-
traction from the real problems would 
be a major mistake. Among other 
things, it would lead Russia to believe 
that it has a veto over a wide range of 
United States national security poli-
cies. Remember that they have linked 
START II ratification to things like 
U.S. NATO policy. Is the Senator from 
Michigan suggesting that we hold our 
NATO policy hostage to START II as 
well? 

Mr. President, let me conclude by 
saying that we should not try to reaf-
firm the cold war on the floor of the 
Senate 5 years after its demise. We 
should welcome the opportunity to es-
tablish a more normal relationship 
with Russia that is not a mutual hos-
tage relationship. We should pursue 
what Secretary Perry termed mutual 
assured safety and reject the Levin 
amendment with its embrace of mutual 
assured destruction. 

Mr. PELL addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I yield the 
Senator from Rhode Island 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island is recognized. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I strongly 
support the Senator from Michigan and 
my other colleagues in their effort to 
amend the missile defense sections of 
the defense authorization bill. 

The amendment would strike from 
the bill language that mandates action 
that would violate the 1972 Anti-Bal-
listic Missile Treaty. The ABM Treaty, 
approved overwhelmingly by the Sen-
ate following extensive and thorough 
hearings by the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, has served in the inter-
vening years as the centerpiece of mod-
ern arms control. The treaty has 
served to guarantee that neither side 
could threaten to neutralize the offen-
sive forces of the other, with the result 
that we had years of strategic stability 
followed currently by major reductions 
in the strategic offensive arms of both 
sides. Various attacks have been made 
upon it over the years, largely by peo-
ple who would prefer an unbridled stra-
tegic offensive arms race, but the trea-
ty’s benefits have been so clear that 
these assaults have been repelled. 

The present favorable strategic arms 
environment has been achieved under 
the umbrella of the ABM Treaty. It 
probably would have been impossible to 
reach the present situation in which we 
are moving away from heavy depend-
ence on strategic defensive arms were 
it not for the ABM Treaty. 

The amendment also corrects an ad-
ditional problem with the bill in that it 
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unilaterally interprets the ABM Trea-
ty’s meaning for theater missile de-
fenses. The bill would arbitrarily im-
pose a demarcation line between the-
ater and strategic missile defenses that 
would tie the President’s hands as he is 
trying to negotiate this very matter 
with the Russians. It is those negotia-
tions that should determine the out-
come, not some arbitrary judgment in 
an authorization bill. 

Secretary of Defense Perry noted to 
Senator NUNN his strong opposition to 
these provisions. He said, ‘‘Unless these 
provisions are eliminated or signifi-
cantly modified they threaten to un-
dermine fundamental national security 
interests of the United States.’’ 

Secretary of State Christopher wrote 
me yesterday to point out that the pro-
visions under discussion here ‘‘raise se-
rious constitutional foreign policy and 
national security concerns.’’ 

The Secretary continued: 
Further, such actions would immediately 

call into question the U.S. commitment to 
the ABM Treaty, and have a negative impact 
on U.S.-Russian relations, Russian imple-
mentation of the START I Treaty, and Rus-
sian ratification of the START II Treaty. 
This would leave thousands of warheads in 
place that otherwise would be removed from 
deployment under the two Treaties, includ-
ing all MIRVed ICBMs such as the Russian 
heavy SS–18. 

There is no need now to take actions that 
would lead us to violate the Treaty and 
threaten the stabilizing reductions we would 
otherwise achieve—and place strategic sta-
bility at risk. We have established a treaty- 
compliant approach to theater missile de-
fense that will enable us to meet threats we 
may face in the foreseeable future—and one 
that preserves all the benefits of the ABM, 
START and START II Treaties. 

Mr. President, the Missile Defense 
Act portion of the bill, sections 233–235 
simply does not warrant approval by 
the U.S. Senate. The policy it sets 
forth is neither realistic nor wise. It 
gives a sense of urgency that is not jus-
tified by any known facts. 

There is no obvious danger from the-
ater-range missiles that must be coun-
tered. As we all know, the Patriot mis-
sile system proved to be both highly ef-
fective and appropriate to the threat 
we faced in Desert Storm. An effort is 
now under way to upgrade the Patriot 
system over time to meet the threat in 
future years. 

It is quite easy to overstate the mis-
sile threat this country might conceiv-
ably face, but it is important to under-
stand that the missile technology con-
trol regime [MTCR] has done much to 
reduce the potential threat we will face 
from ballistic missiles. At present 
there are very few nations who have 
even the potential to mount new mis-
sile threats against us that could not 
be handled by planned systems. The 
provision states the policy that the 
United States should deploy a missile 
system that is highly effective against 
ballistic missile attacks on the United 
States, to be augmented over time to 
provide a defense against larger and 
more sophisticated ballistic missile 
threats. This proposal seems to me 
highly unrealistic. 

Few Members of this body can seri-
ously believe that any deployed missile 
system could be highly effective 
against any limited missile attack, 
much less a larger attack. While it is 
true that, under certain circumstances, 
ballistic missile defenses could shoot 
down incoming ballistic missile war-
heads, I would not wish to place a 
wager that no warheads would get 
through to bring on havoc and destruc-
tion nor would I want to risk my fam-
ily or any other American lives on the 
supposition that any reasonable level 
of spending for a multiple site national 
missile defense system would do much 
of anything other than squander major 
parts of the national treasure. 

The bill specifies that we should seek 
a cooperative transition to a regime 
that does not feature mutual assured 
destruction and the offense-only form 
of deterrence as the basis for strategic 
stability. This provision of the bill 
gives the impression that we do not un-
derstand what mutual assured destruc-
tion meant for our security during the 
cold war. The Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Treaty essentially guarantees that nei-
ther side can develop the sort of bal-
listic missile defenses that would pre-
vent the other side from effectively at-
tacking in a nuclear confrontation. 
The fact of assured destruction of a 
mutual nature kept both sides at bay. 

Since the cold war has ended, the 
United States and Russia have em-
barked upon cooperative ventures that 
are moving us away from the con-
frontations of the past. We are working 
with them to dismantle their weapons, 
to ensure the safe storage of nuclear 
weapons material, and to implement 
such agreements as START I and, pro-
spectively, START II. If, as envisioned 
in this bill, the United States were to 
violate or abrogate the ABM Treaty, 
the people on both sides rather than 
the treaty structure itself would be 
victimized. Moreover, such action 
could sabotage the current movement 
toward greater cooperation and throw 
us back to an era of confrontation as it 
jeopardized prospects for continued re-
ductions in the START process and be-
yond. 

Under the provisions of this bill, the 
Secretary of Defense is directed to de-
velop an affordable and operationally 
effective national defense system with 
an initial operational capability by the 
end of 2003. If all goes well, that time is 
just about when the major reduction of 
the American and former Soviet nu-
clear arsenals by two-thirds is to have 
been completed. 

I doubt that any Member can con-
template a situation in which the 
United States would go at top speed to-
ward deployment of a national missile 
defense system and the Russian re-
sponse would be passive acceptance. 
They might well match our system. 
They might well deploy a larger, more 
capable system. They might well bring 
to an end the reductions that are so 
clearly in our own national interests. 
They might well engage in other ac-

tivities of a bellicose nature that we 
would find hard to bear. And that 
would require reactions on our part. It 
could well incite an action/reaction 
phase in our national defense activities 
that would be ruinously expensive and 
that would, in the end, increase the 
dangers to us rather than permitting 
the present continuous reduction in 
the strategic nuclear threat. 

To me it is important that we stop to 
think what it is we are doing if we fol-
low this path. In response to an uncer-
tain threat, a threat that has not yet 
materialized, and a threat that might 
well be handled through diplomatic ef-
forts, we would be preparing to obli-
gate tens of billions of dollars. We 
would do this in the mistaken belief 
that we would somehow be better pro-
tected. Whereas the truth of the mat-
ter is that, even if we were able to af-
ford and to deploy an effective national 
defense structure, our potential adver-
saries would still have the option of 
sending nuclear weapons our way by 
air, by land, or by sea. At some point in 
the future if some despot were to con-
template attacking the United States 
with a nuclear weapon under the mis-
begotten notion that he would teach us 
a lesson, it is hard to imagine that he 
would be deterred if informed that we 
had a new national missile defense. 

Mr. President, this has been a rather 
difficult year in which many of us have 
tried to come to grips with the fact 
that our national deficits are alarming 
and must be curbed. We are required by 
the Constitution, to ‘‘establish Justice, 
insure domestic Tranquility, provide 
for the common defence, promote the 
general Welfare, and secure the Bless-
ings of Liberty to ourselves and our 
Posterity.’’ If we lose sight of the sev-
eral objectives that must be met, we 
risk the very well-being of our country. 
I remember well that a distinguished 
predecessor, Senator Stuart Symington 
of Missouri, was fond of pointing out to 
the committee that the key to a sound 
defense is a strong economy. 

A key to a sound government is a 
demonstrated ability to keep various 
activities in proper focus and proper 
order, so that the whole Nation, not 
just the defense industry, would ben-
efit. 

It will not profit us if we sink further 
in educational quality, if we deny more 
of our young people the opportunity of 
a good education at the elementary 
and secondary levels and reduce the 
quality of our institutions of higher 
education, if we increase the misery of 
those who have no homes and who are 
hungry all in the interest of saving 
money, only to turn around and waste 
it on unnecessary defenses. It does not 
seem a wise idea to this Senator. 

It is easy to say that one is for strong 
defenses. All of us are pledged to sup-
port strong defenses and we will do so. 
But the United States will stand first 
among nations because it continues to 
be strong in all of its endeavors, keeps 
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proper balances, and meets other 
standards of a great, modern nation. 

Mr. President, the strategic arms 
competition between the United States 
and the former Soviet Union has dwin-
dled away. The ABM Treaty is serving 
as a very stabilizing force in this prom-
ising environment. Further reductions 
should be achievable. 

It would be extremely foolish to 
place all of this in jeopardy. It makes 
no sense to give the Russians cause to 
back away from their START commit-
ments or to engage in a dangerous stra-
tegic defensive arms race. It makes no 
sense—when so many human needs are 
so obvious throughout our Nation—to 
jeopardize what has been achieved in 
controlling and reducing strategic 
arms and to spend billions for dubious 
purposes when there are so many other 
desperate calls upon our resources. 

Mr. President, I commend the Sen-
ator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN] for his 
initiative. I am happy to be a cospon-
sor of his amendment. I hope that the 
Senate will once again prove its wis-
dom with regard to the ABM issue and 
vote overwhelmingly in favor of this 
amendment. 

In conclusion, I am reminded of the 
question as to how we will be remem-
bered in history, as succeeding genera-
tions look back at us, just as we often 
have looked back on ancient history 
from the floor of the Senate. I hope 
that we can be like Athens and not like 
Sparta—meaning put more emphasis 
on the civilian side of our economy, the 
economic side and the education side, 
and less on the military side. I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. THURMOND. I yield such time as 
may be required by the distinguished 
and able Republican leader. 

Mr. DOLE. I thank the Chair. 
I would like to commend the mem-

bers of the Armed Services Committee 
who, under the able leadership of the 
distinguished chairman, Senator THUR-
MOND, and the distinguished Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], have done a 
first rate job on the defense authoriza-
tion bill. In particular, I would like to 
congratulate the Armed Service Com-
mittee for the forward-looking Missile 
Defense Act contained in this bill. 

The Missile Defense Act is unique be-
cause it does not just authorize appro-
priations for individual programs, it 
also provides a strategic logic—prin-
ciples, premises, and policies—thereby 
integrating these programs into a co-
herent and comprehensive approach. 

In my view, the approach adopted in 
this bill is very compelling on four im-
portant points. 

First, this legislation firmly estab-
lishes the critical imperative of defend-
ing the United States of America from 
ballistic missiles. Morally, rationally, 
and constitutionally this must be our 
top priority. 

Why is this important now? Very 
simply because the proliferation of 
weapons of mass destruction and the 
means to deliver them is dramatically 
increasing. I would like to commend 

the distinguished junior Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. KYL] for highlighting this 
threat, as well as the need to defend 
America against it, in his amendment. 

The Missile Defense Act notes that 
weapons can be acquired by our poten-
tial adversaries far more quickly than 
they can produce them indigenously. 

Mr. President, we cannot wait around 
for years until this threat is literally 
on our doorstep. We must prepare now. 

And so, I am very pleased with the 
national missile defense architecture 
established in the Missile Defense Act. 
This architecture includes ground- 
based interceptors, fixed ground-based 
radars and space-based sensors. The 
bill establishes a deployment goal of 
2003 and provides an additional $300 
million to support that goal. In my 
view, that is a good start, but frankly 
for something as important as defend-
ing our citizens, I would like to see an 
increase to ensure that we will be able 
to meet the 2003 date. 

Second, the Armed Services Commit-
tee’s bill deals with the thorny ABM 
Treaty questions through an intel-
ligent two-step approach: 

Step 1: It addresses what missile de-
fenses are covered by the ABM Treaty, 
namely by establishing the following 
standard: Those actually tested against 
a ballistic missile with a range of over 
3,500 kilometers and a reentry velocity 
of over 5 kilometers per second. This is 
the standard proposed by both Presi-
dents Bush and Clinton. The point is 
that we should not drag theater sys-
tems into a treaty which was never in-
tended to cover them. 

Step 2: Contrary to wild administra-
tion accusations, the bill reviews where 
we go next with regard to the ABM 
Treaty. I think we need to set straight 
what this bill does and does not do. 

It does not set us on a collision 
course with the ABM Treaty by man-
dating abrogation. 

Indeed, it does not mandate any par-
ticular outcome. 

It does recognize that an effective 
multiple site defense of the United 
States is inconsistent with the treaty 
as things stand today. The key here is 
that an effective defense requires mul-
tiple sites. 

It does call for a year of careful con-
sideration of these matters before we 
decide how to proceed on the ABM 
Treaty. The bottom line is that the bill 
recognizes what we all should be aware 
of—that mutual assured destruction, 
the doctrine underlying the ABM Trea-
ty is not a suitable basis for stability 
in a multipolar world, nor for an im-
proving relationship with Russia. Our 
goal should be, as outlined in this leg-
islation, to seek a cooperative—and I 
stress cooperative—transition to a 
more suitable regime to this post-cold- 
war era. 

The third aspect of this bill that is 
noteworthy is that it establishes a 
cruise missile defense initiative. In 
view of the fact that potential adver-
saries now have access, in varying de-
grees, to the technologies necessary to 

build effective cruise missiles, this 
measure is on the mark and reflects 
considerable foresight. It is my under-
standing that in addressing cruise mis-
siles, the committee has in no way de-
tracted from the emphasis placed on 
ballistic missiles which are a current 
and rapidly growing threat. 

Finally, I would like to commend the 
establishment of a theater missile de-
fense core program. The rationale be-
hind theater missile defense is to deny 
a potential adversary the option of es-
calating by attacking or just threat-
ening to attack U.S. Forces, coalition 
partners, or vital interests. The key 
elements of this core program are three 
systems already being pursued by the 
Clinton administration—namely Pa-
triot-3, Navy lower tier, and THAAD— 
as well as one critical addition: Navy 
upper tier. The committee has wisely 
added $170 million to Navy upper tier. 

Mr. President, just imagine trying to 
put together the Desert Storm Coali-
tion if Saddam Hussein could have 
credibly threatened London, Rome, 
Istanbul, or Cairo with ballistic mis-
siles. We cannot allow our political and 
military flexibility to be hindered. 
Therefore, our objective must be to 
prevent placing our forces, or those of 
our allies, needlessly in harm’s way— 
with systems such as THAAD and Navy 
lower tier. 

Furthermore, the United States must 
have the ability to project a regional 
ballistic missile defense capability 
where and when we need it. Navy upper 
tier give us that capability. 

Mr. President, I would also like to 
note that the bill does save some 
money by terminating the boost phase 
intercept program and adding a lesser 
amount to explore fulfilling the same 
mission with an unmanned air vehicle 
[UAV], in conjunction with Israel. 
Given Israel’s expertise in UAV’s and 
its keen interest in a boost phase inter-
ceptor, this makes sense to me. 

In addition I would like to emphasize 
that the programs and approach con-
tained in the Missile Defense Act 
should be viewed as an integral part of 
our counter-proliferation strategy. If 
our adversaries know that their hard- 
gained missiles will be of no use 
against America and its allies, they 
may well be dissuaded from acquiring 
them in the first place. 

Before I conclude, I would like to ad-
dress the issue of how much all of this 
costs. It costs $3.4 billion. This is a sub-
stantial price tag, but does not rep-
resent even 2 percent of the total De-
partment of Defense budget. More im-
portantly, however, in considering the 
costs associated with missile defense, 
we need to keep in mind how the threat 
to our Nation’s security and to our in-
terests has changed. 

For two centuries, oceans protected 
us. Now technology gives even rel-
atively weak adversaries the hope of 
attacking or blackmailing the United 
States. This bill takes concrete steps 
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to protect us and sends the clear message 
that we will defend our homeland with our 
superior technology. Moreover, America has, 
and will continue to have, vital interests 
around the globe which must be protected, as 
well. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I urge my 
colleagues to reject the measure of-
fered by the Senator from Michigan— 
or any other amendment which would 
weaken or threaten the Missile Defense 
Act. 

Just let me indicate, having visited 
briefly with the chairman, that it is his 
hope, and it will happen, we will be 
here late tonight, and hopefully during 
this next vote we can line up serious 
amendments. Last night sort of fizzled 
out. Nothing very serious happened 
after 8:30. So tonight we would hope to 
have amendments up until a late hour 
and then conclude action on this meas-
ure tomorrow. 

This is a very big amendment. It has 
taken a long time. It is now 51⁄2 hours 
into this one amendment and I think 
that should be, with 30 minutes to go, 
that should be enough time on this 
amendment. But this is a very substan-
tial amendment. It is one of the more 
important amendments. It certainly 
deserves a lot of consideration. 

But, again, I would just say to my 
colleagues in the nicest way I can, that 
a lot of people want to have an August 
recess and they would like to have it 
start in August. We are trying to work 
that out, and much will depend on the 
cooperation of our colleagues. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

First I ask unanimous consent Sen-
ator NUNN be added as a cosponsor of 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, it has 
been said that this language in the bill 
is not inconsistent with the ABM Trea-
ty. I just want to simply read the lan-
guage. It speaks for itself. The ABM 
Treaty says that the parties undertake 
to deploy an ABM at no more than one 
site. The bill says it is the policy of the 
United States to deploy a multiple site 
defense system. 

It also has been said, quoting here 
Mr. Deutch, that we should be willing 
to modify the ABM Treaty. And we 
surely should. Those negotiations are 
taking place right now. I believe we 
should try to modify the ABM Treaty. 
I would like to see a negotiated capa-
bility to deploy defenses—a negotiated 
capability to deploy defenses. The cur-
rent Missile Defense Act provides that 
as something we should seek to obtain 
through negotiations. 

But what does the bill say about ne-
gotiations and modifying the treaty? 
The bill says it is the sense of the Sen-
ate that the President should cease all 
efforts to modify the United States’ ob-
ligations under the ABM Treaty. So, on 
the one hand, people are saying we 
should be willing to modify—indeed we 
should. We should be willing to nego-

tiate to change it—indeed we should. 
And, on the other hand, there is a sense 
of the Senate that the President should 
cease until the Senate is done with its 
study, which will happen sometime 
next year. And then there is a prohibi-
tion on the spending of funds. Which, 
the way I think I read it, and any rea-
sonable interpretation, is that the 
President may not change the demar-
cation line that is set forth in this bill 
through negotiations. 

But the reading of this bill leaves, I 
think, only one conclusion, and that is 
that the treaty says multiple sites are 
not allowed. The bill says we will de-
ploy—it is our policy to deploy mul-
tiple sites. I cannot think of a clearer 
conflict, and it should not be fudged or 
papered over, because I think it was 
the obvious intent of the sponsors of 
that language. 

I yield the floor. I also ask unani-
mous consent that Senators DASCHLE 
and KERRY be added as cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GREGG). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. THURMOND. I yield 5 minutes to 

the able Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
HEFLIN]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of providing a system 
to protect the citizens of the United 
States from ballistic missile attack. 

There are two parts to the Levin 
amendment. The first provision strikes 
the goal of the Missile Defense Act of 
1995—a multiple site deployment de-
signed to protect the United States. 
The second provision strikes the de-
marcation provision for theater de-
fenses. 

My concern is with the first provi-
sion of this amendment. I support de-
ployment. I fully believe the goal of 
the Missile Defense Act must be to de-
ploy defenses to protect the United 
States as soon as possible. As I stated 
many times before, I strongly believe 
we should act within the ABM Treaty 
and deploy a single site defense imme-
diately. I also believe it is important 
that the administration begin serious 
treaty negotiations to allow the de-
ployment of additional ABM sites. This 
means that the long-range goal of our 
negotiations with the Russians must be 
a multiple site, ground-based deploy-
ment. 

A statement of a national policy to 
deploy a multiple site defense system 
to protect the United States is far from 
violating the ABM Treaty. Many of my 
colleagues have called this language 
different things, such as a statement to 
plan to breach or an anticipatory 
breach of the ABM Treaty. By antici-
patory breach I assume they mean that 
something like ‘‘conspiracy to agree to 
commit a breach of the ABM Treaty.’’ 
A breach does not ripen until it actu-
ally occurs. 

The treaty clearly defines what con-
stitutes a breach. Deploying multiple 

missile defense sites today would be a 
breach. Stating a goal of deploying 
multiple sites would only be a breach if 
there is no legal way to perform such a 
deployment within the confines of the 
treaty. Fortunately, there are two 
legal ways. The first is a new protocol 
to the treaty. This may be possible to 
negotiate. You do not know until you 
try. Remember, the original treaty al-
lowed two sites. It was a subsequent 
agreement that limited us to just one 
site. A second option is to actually 
withdraw from the treaty. It is our 
legal right to withdraw with 60-days 
notice. In summary, Mr. President, 
while there are legal methods to deploy 
multiple sites within the framework of 
the ABM Treaty, there can be no antic-
ipatory breach. 

I further support replacing the stated 
goal in the committee version of the 
bill with a new goal calling for the de-
ployment of a treaty compliance sys-
tem coupled with immediate negotia-
tion for additional sites. This was a 
goal of the bipartisan Missile Defense 
Act of 1991. Unfortunately, in striking 
out the goal of a multiple site deploy-
ment, Senator LEVIN’s amendment also 
strikes out the only statement that the 
goal of the United States is to protect 
our people from a nuclear missile at-
tack. To me, this is unacceptable. 

As for demarcation provisions, I 
share many of Senator LEVIN’s con-
cerns. I believe we should leave the 
President the flexibility to negotiate 
modifications to the treaty as required 
with the guarantee of a Senate ratifi-
cation to safeguard against unaccept-
able provisions. 

I regret that the two distinct sepa-
rate provisions are in the same amend-
ment. 

Mr. President, unless there can be 
some compromise—and I hope that 
there can be some compromise—on the 
goal of the Missile Defense Act I will 
have to vote against the Levin amend-
ment. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, if 

anyone else has an amendment, we 
would like for them to come forth now. 
We are ready to go forward with this 
bill. 

I would like for both sides to notify 
their Members on the hotline that we 
are ready to vote on this bill. 

In the meantime, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the quorum call 
not be counted against the remaining 
time we have left in view of the fact we 
only have about 4 or 5 minutes at the 
most left. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I believe 
the Senator from Nebraska has about 
51⁄2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 61⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I rise as a 
cosponsor of the amendment to elimi-
nate numerous objectionable provi-
sions on missile defense contained in 
the pending authorization bill. There 
was no more contentious issue in the 
Armed Services Committee markup of 
this bill than the issue of missile de-
fense. The committee was divided 11 to 
10 on numerous unsuccessful votes to 
amend the missile defense language. 
There is a good reason for the con-
troversy surrounding this section of 
the bill. No single issue is more deserv-
ing of amendment than this one. 

The committee bill is nothing short 
of a power grab on the part of the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee. The 
slim majority that approved the mis-
sile defense provisions in the bill is not 
satisfied with simply making foreign 
policy; it wants to override the foreign 
policy position of the President of the 
United States, our Commander-in- 
Chief and the person in which the Con-
stitution vests the power to make for-
eign policy. 

The committee bill in its present 
form moves to end our Nation’s 23-year 
participation in the ABM Treaty and 
move aggressively to deploying mul-
tiple missile defense sites throughout 
the United States. More specifically, it 
defines our national missile defense 
policy in terms that not only abrogate 
our Nation’s treaty obligations but 
also sets in motion a disastrous course 
of events that will profoundly threaten 
our national security. That is right, 
Mr. President, contrary to how it is 
being advertised by the proponents, the 
national missile defense system called 
for in this bill will harm, not enhance, 
our national security. 

By voting our intention to break out 
of the ABM Treaty, we will be feeding 
the paranoid rhetoric of the mili-
taristic, conservative wing of the Rus-
sian Duma looking to place Russia 
back in an adversarial relationship 
with the United States. Members of 
this body must not ignore the sobering 
consequences of breaking out of the 
ABM Treaty and strengthening the 
hand of Russian extremists. Not only 
will withdrawing from the ABM Treaty 
endanger our new alliance with Russia, 
it will likely sink future ratification of 
the START II Treaty and further im-
plementation of the START I Treaty. 

The language in this bill is a dagger 
pointed at the heart of a whole array of 
arms control agreements, least of 
which is the ABM Treaty. It will im-
peril a whole generation of arms con-
trol agreements which will in turn 
have far-reaching consequences both 
domestically and internationally. It 
will hasten the return to a time of big-
ger Defense budgets, an arms race in 
space, larger nuclear arsenals and a 
general erosion of global security. 

To best describe what type of na-
tional missile defense system is envi-
sioned by this bill, I will read directly 
from section 233 of the bill. It states: 

It is the policy of the United States to de-
ploy a multiple-site national missile defense 
system that (a) is highly effective against 
limited ballistic missile attacks on the terri-
tory of the United States, and (b) will be 
augmented over time to provide a layered 
defense against larger and more sophisti-
cated ballistic missile threats. 

This is no different from the flawed 
star wars concept pushed by President 
Reagan during the height of the cold 
war. In their rush to revive this con-
cept of a shield against a Soviet mis-
sile attack, the committee majority is 
willing to trample the ABM Treaty 
along with START I and START II, and 
the START agreements that were con-
templated to follow. 

As a Nation, we have spent $35 billion 
in taxpayers’ money on ballistic mis-
sile defense since 1983. The costs of im-
plementing the type of system envi-
sioned in the bill could easily reach or 
exceed that amount. No one knows for 
sure. A CBO report in March of this 
year, prepared at my request, esti-
mates that a single site—not a mul-
tiple site, but a single site—system 
could cost $29 billion to complete. Ad-
ditional sites necessary to provide the 
protective umbrella called for in the 
bill would cost an additional $19 bil-
lion, for a grand total of $48 billion. Is 
this the fiscal commitment we are 
ready to endorse? I think not. By vot-
ing for the missile defense provisions 
in the bill, that is exactly the road the 
Senate will be supporting—$48 billion 
for a Star Wars system all over again. 

By the way, it may not work as ad-
vertised. After already spending $35 bil-
lion, there is no high degree of con-
fidence that we can operationally de-
ploy the technology capable of inter-
cepting a large and sophisticated strike 
against the United States by the year 
2003. I call it ridiculous. The tech-
nology is far from proven and like the 
Maginot Line following World War I 
may be the wrong defense against the 
emerging threat, easily circumvented 
by a terrorist nuclear attack employ-
ing a delivery means other than a bal-
listic missile. 

While the superpower threat has dis-
appeared and the cold war is over, 
there seems to be a wave of nostalgia 
sweeping over some in the Senate to 
gain a renewed sense of mission and 
purpose by reconstituting the threat 
facing the United States. The testi-
mony provided to the Armed Services 

Committee by both military and intel-
ligence witnesses are in agreement 
that an enemy ballistic missile threat 
against the United States does not 
exist and will not emerge, if at all, well 
past the 2003 deployment mandate in 
the bill. I am struck by the irony that 
in trying to defend against a non-
existent threat we would by our rash 
actions be unwittingly fostering the 
very threat we profess to originally be 
addressing. In other words, our actions 
would be a self-fulfilling prophesy. 

Mr. President, Senator LEVIN and 
others have already spoken to the nu-
merous flaws contained in this bill lan-
guage. I simply ask each Senator to 
read the language in the bill closely be-
fore voting on the amendment. The 
words speak for themselves. The only 
proper action is to support the Levin 
amendment and strike the objection-
able sections of this bill that have been 
outlined by many of us who have stud-
ied this issue. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
yield back any remaining time as-
signed to me by Senator LEVIN. 

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I yield 20 

minutes to the Senator from Delaware. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware. 
Mr. BIDEN. I thank the Chair. I 

thank the Senator from Michigan. 
I wish to thank the Senator from Ne-

braska, who, I might add, as a member 
of this committee, has fought against 
what seems to be the most perverse de-
velopment in our military budget and 
planning in the last 4 years. The idea 
that now of all times in our history we 
need to overturn what was a center-
piece of two successive Republican 
Presidents seems to me to be a little 
bit bizarre. But, Mr. President, to state 
the obvious, I rise in support of the 
amendment of the senior Senator from 
Michigan, Senator LEVIN. 

Mr. President, the so-called National 
Missile Defense Act of 1995 is a hodge-
podge of contradictory provisions that, 
if implemented, would jeopardize our 
national security beyond anything that 
I have witnessed since I have been in 
the U.S. Senate. The bill before us rep-
resents a frontal assault on the ABM 
Treaty. I heard yesterday some sort of, 
how can I phrase it, interesting ques-
tions posed by some of our Republican 
friends—asking Senators, ‘‘Are you for 
missile defense? Are you for mutual as-
sured destruction?’’ I would point out 
that the reason why we are where we 
are and we are dismantling missiles 
and we are diminishing the prospect of 
nuclear confrontation by super or 
former superpowers is because the pol-
icy of mutual assured destruction has 
worked pretty darn well. But I will get 
back to that in a minute. 

This bill represents a flat, frontal as-
sault on the Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Treaty. First, it would force us to vio-
late the ABM Treaty by mandating 
dangerous unilateral infractions of 
that treaty. Then, it would jettison the 
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entire treaty by requiring the develop-
ment of a national missile defense sys-
tem by the year 2003. In a final strange 
and, I think, unexplainable twist, it 
goes on to call for a select committee 
to review a treaty that is effectively 
being declared null and void by the 
very same bill. 

Now, either the folks who wrote this 
into the bill do not understand what 
our nuclear strategy has been thus 
far—and I know they do—or this is in-
credibly poor draftsmanship or there is 
a perverse game being played here. 

The first two parts of what is before 
us—not the amendment, but absent the 
amendment—by definition, destroy the 
ABM Treaty. Then the third part is to 
set up a select committee to review the 
treaty that we are legislatively de-
stroying. 

Now, I assume that may be because 
there is not enough work or enough 
committee assignments for Senators. 
They want to have other committees 
because maybe they get additional 
staff. I do not know. But, I mean, why 
in the devil do you need the third part 
if you are doing away with the first 
two parts? But at any rate, taken to-
gether, these provisions would simply 
eviscerate the ABM Treaty, which has 
provided the basis for our strategic 
arms reductions over the past 20 years. 

The most likely immediate con-
sequence of gutting the ABM Treaty 
would be that the Russian Duma, their 
Congress, would refuse to approve the 
START II Treaty, which is, quite 
frankly, a jewel in the crown of Presi-
dent Bush’s, and prior to that Presi-
dent Reagan’s, foreign policy initia-
tives. With START II unratified, the 
hopes for further strategic arms reduc-
tion would be dashed—which, I might 
add, I think is the real purpose of this 
initiative by the majority. They did 
not like START II to begin with. They 
did not like START I. They do not like 
the idea of our having to talk about 
further reductions in the amount of nu-
clear warheads that exist in the world. 

But make no mistake about it that if 
we pass this, why if you were sitting in 
the Russian Duma, why if you were a 
Russian or anyone else for that matter, 
would you conclude that it is a good 
idea to follow through with the de-
struction of your existing nuclear arse-
nal? Why would you do that? I think I 
understand. I think that is the under-
lying purpose of the legislation before 
us. 

This singular achievement of the 
Bush administration, the START II 
Treaty, is the basis upon which we 
moved to even further reductions—and, 
along with it, the significant enhance-
ment of the security of Americans that 
we all hoped would be the byproduct of 
winning the cold war. Now, I do not 
know what you all are going to tell 
your kids. I do not know what you are 
going to tell your family and friends 
after you tell them how we won the 
cold war, but there is a greater need for 
nuclear weapons. 

Now they say, well, this is not about 
nuclear weapons; this is about the abil-

ity to prevent our being attacked by 
nuclear weapons. I will not go into all 
the science which Senator NUNN and 
others have talked about here, but the 
one thing for certain about how you 
deal with an ABM system is you over-
whelm it. You build more offensive sys-
tems. It is a lot easier and a lot cheap-
er to build offensive systems than it is 
to build defensive systems. As an old 
bumper sticker from my generation 
used to say, ‘‘One nuclear bomb that 
gets through could ruin your day.’’ One 
hydrogen bomb dropping on Manhattan 
can ruin your day. So all you have to 
do, without even having the tech-
nology, is overwhelm the system. And 
it is cheaper to do that. 

Now, I know what my friends are 
thinking. They say, ‘‘Boy, we have got 
the Russians in a great spot. They are 
broke. Let’s take advantage here. They 
are not going to be able to do this.’’ 

Well, at a minimum, folks, I do not 
know why they are going to go ahead 
and destroy what they have, if, in fact, 
we are going to adopt this policy. The 
most likely immediate consequence of 
cutting the ABM Treaty, as I said, will 
be the elimination of the START re-
gime. 

Mr. President, what troubles me 
most about the provisions on the ABM 
Treaty is their reckless unilateralism. 
Article VI-A of the ABM Treaty con-
tains two provisions that have been in 
place for years. First, it bans both par-
ties from giving ABM systems the ca-
pacity to counter strategic ballistic 
missiles; and, second, it bans testing of 
such systems in an ABM mode. 

The bill before us would effectively 
collapse these two provisions into one 
by asserting than an ABM system is 
actually not an ABM system, unless it 
has been field tested as a system. In 
other words, it must have a dem-
onstrated capacity—a demonstrated 
capacity—of being an ABM system. 

Now, there is a reason why when we 
did the ABM Treaty we insisted that 
you violate the treaty first, if you dem-
onstrate a capacity to set up a system, 
or second, if such a system could be de-
ployed in such a capacity even if it has 
not been tested. 

Now, it might be useful at this junc-
ture to cite the case of Krasnoyarsk 
radar, which we debated for months 
and months on the floor of the Senate 
not too many years ago. Some of the 
same people here were on the floor 
then pointing out how the Russians 
were violating the ABM Treaty and we 
could not do business with them and 
could not trust them. Now some of the 
same people are here saying we should 
do what we told the Russians they 
could not do. 

A gentleman who is gone, a very 
bright fellow whom we all respected, 
from Wyoming, Senator Wallop, was on 
the floor day in and day out warning us 
about the Krasnoyarsk radar. The So-
viet Union built this giant radar in Si-
beria in the 1980’s. Although the radar 
was never turned on, that is, its capac-
ities were never demonstrated as would 

be required now, we argued that it had 
the inherent capability of an ABM sys-
tem and constituted a violation of the 
ABM Treaty. The Soviets asserted that 
since the system had never been tested, 
it was permitted under the ABM Trea-
ty. 

Eventually, through the good offices 
of my conservative friends and some of 
us who joined them, the Russians tore 
down the radar. If, in fact, the Armed 
Services Committee provisions that 
are contained in the bill prevail, absent 
being amended by the Senator from 
Michigan, they would be able to keep 
the radar. 

It would not be a violation of the 
ABM Treaty. I wonder how many of my 
friends over there would be saying, 
‘‘You know, no problem, we under-
stand. We think there should only be 
one test.’’ 

I wonder what my friend Senator 
THURMOND would be saying then. I won-
der what my friends over on the right 
would be saying. They would be apo-
plectic, because although it had not 
been turned on and demonstrated, it 
clearly had the inherent capability 
and, therefore, was in violation of the 
ABM Treaty. 

I would like to point out to my col-
leagues that there is no legal basis for 
a unilateral amendment to the ABM 
Treaty. It seems like I have been fight-
ing this, along with Senator NUNN, 
Senator LEVIN, and others, for the last 
decade. The Reagan administration 
tried a frontal attack on this in the 
early eighties saying, ‘‘We are going to 
reinterpret the ABM Treaty.’’ If you do 
not like what it says, reinterpret it. 
Well, we won that fight, and little did 
I think we would be back here having 
this fight. 

It would be better to come out here 
and just declare the treaty null and 
void and have a Senate vote saying it 
contravenes our national interest to be 
part of the ABM Treaty any longer. At 
least we would be honest with the peo-
ple here. At least we would be telling 
the truth. But this is a charade. 

I point out to my colleagues, again, 
that there is no legal basis for the uni-
lateral amendment of the ABM Treaty, 
or any other treaty, for that matter. 
The Vienna Convention on the Law of 
Treaties serves as a source of cus-
tomary international law and provides 
guidance in this matter. According to 
its provision, a treaty is to be inter-
preted in accordance with the ordinary 
meaning of its terms. 

The two prongs of section 6(A) of the 
ABM Treaty are clear: One is aimed at 
constraining demonstrated capabili-
ties, and the other is aimed at con-
straining inherent capabilities. In 
other words, this provision was in-
tended to prevent testing against stra-
tegic missiles and development of sys-
tems that have the ability to counter 
such missiles. 

To say that only the testing, or dem-
onstrated capacity, standard is rel-
evant would represent a clear depar-
ture from the obligation set forth in 
the treaty. 
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A second area in which the provisions 

of this bill would mandate unilateral 
action with regard to the ABM Treaty 
is defining the demarcation line be-
tween strategic and theater missiles. 
The bill before us would arbitrarily set 
that mark at a peak reentry velocity of 
5 kilometers per second and an effec-
tive range of 3,500 kilometers. The so- 
called 5/3,500 threshold may, in fact, be 
a legitimate demarcation line. 

Guess what? The treaty says you ne-
gotiate those things. You negotiate 
them. That is what the existing treaty 
demands. 

Mr. President, these amendments to 
the ABM Treaty affirm that we will de-
fine unilaterally the line between a 
strategic missile system and a theater 
missile; and we will declare unilater-
ally our ballistic missile defenses are 
in compliance with the ABM Treaty. 
Forget the fact that the very issues are 
now being negotiated with the Rus-
sians. We are going to do what we 
want. 

As my young 14-year-old daughter’s 
friends often say, ‘‘Why don’t we get 
real here?’’ Let us just declare the 
treaty null and void and stop this. At 
least that would have the integrity of 
allowing others to trust making a trea-
ty with us again. At least it is straight-
forward, and almost every treaty in-
cluding the ABM Treaty says if this is 
not in our national interest, the Presi-
dent can declare it so and we are out. 

So let us not wreck the ABM Treaty. 
Do not wreck this President’s or future 
Presidents’ ability to negotiate trea-
ties of consequence with people when 
we can come along and just redefine 
them midstream, when we either think 
the other party is extremely vulnerable 
or we want to do something that the 
treaty does not suggest. 

I want to ask the rhetorical question: 
If we did not need an antiballistic mis-
sile system when the Soviet Union had 
over 12,000 nuclear warheads all aimed 
at the United States or things of vital 
interest to us, why in the devil do we 
need it so badly now? 

As Senator NUNN explained, such a 
system is not the thing that is going to 
prevent a Qadhafi or some Third World 
screwball from detonating a nuclear 
weapon in the United States. They will 
bring it in by ship, smuggle it in, reas-
semble it in the basement of the World 
Trade Tower, and blow us up. They are 
not going to wait until they have an 
intercontinental ballistic capability to 
do it. 

This is nuts, with all due respect. If 
there is any lingering doubt about 
whether the provisions I have ref-
erenced are meant to scuttle the ABM 
Treaty, I hope we disabuse ourselves of 
that. 

The ABM Treaty is based on a very 
simple, yet powerful premise that has 
been tested and proven to be valid—and 
that is that the development of de-
fenses against strategic ballistic mis-
siles is inherently destabilizing. Were 
the Russians to develop a shield 
against strategic ballistic missiles, 

what would be our reaction? We would 
do the same thing they are likely to do 
if this provision becomes law—that is, 
maintain the means to overwhelm 
those defenses. 

Or would we say, ‘‘You know, it’s 
good for everybody, that they are now 
impervious to attack as long as we 
keep our missiles at the same number. 
We do not have that capability, but we 
are going to trust them; we have no 
problem.’’ We know we would rush to 
do that. 

Or would we sit here and say, ‘‘My 
Lord, the only thing we know for sure 
we can do, and do it more cheaply, is 
build more intercontinental ballistic 
missiles and theater ballistic missiles, 
for that matter, so that no matter how 
many of these brilliant pebbles or 
whatever else is in the sky, we can just 
send enough in so that a few will get 
through.’’ 

But we are going to expect the Rus-
sians to say, ‘‘Don’t worry, we know 
those good old Americans would never, 
ever do anything like this to us; there-
fore, we don’t have to worry. We’ll con-
tinue to dismantle our missiles, and we 
won’t attempt to do the same thing 
and all will be well.’’ 

One of the first assignments I was 
sent on abroad was in 1978 on the so- 
called SALT Treaty. I was asked to 
take a group of new Members of the 
Senate to meet with Mr. Brezhnev, 
then the leader of the Soviet Union. We 
sat down and negotiated what were re-
ferred to as conditions, Senate under-
standings that we had attached to the 
SALT Treaty. 

In the middle of the conversation, as 
I was pointing out how we would never 
do anything bad, Brezhnev looked at 
me and said through an interpreter: 
Let me make sure I understand this. 

He said, ‘‘I would like to remind you 
that as bad as you think we are, we 
never dropped a nuclear bomb on any-
body. As bad as you think we are, you 
are not as good as you think you are. 
You expect us to say we know you 
would never attack us with nuclear 
weapons when, in fact’’—I am not judg-
ing whether it was right or wrong— 
‘‘you have already demonstrated when 
your national interests are at stake, 
you will use atomic weapons.’’ That is 
kind of a compelling point. 

If we are going to take such a brazen 
step as trashing a treaty that has 
helped to lessen the prospect of nuclear 
Armageddon for over two decades, you 
would think that there is a good reason 
behind it. Well, there is none that I can 
discern. 

Instead, we are asked to accept the 
dubious justifications contained in a 
couple of paragraphs of this year’s De-
fense authorization bill. 

One justification is that mutual as-
sured destruction and its corollary—de-
terrence—is no longer relevant after 
the cold war. That is right, folks, tradi-
tional deterrence is dead because the 
bill before us has declared it passé. 

Mr. President, you cannot delegislate 
deterrence. That concept is grounded 

in the fundamental interaction among 
States. 

In a continued elaboration of flawed 
logic, the bill goes on to assert that 
with traditional deterrence dead, both 
the United States and Russia will be 
encouraged to reduce their offensive 
strategic arsenals. 

This bizarre line of reasoning reveals 
a failure to grasp the fundamental 
counter-intuitive interaction between 
offense and defense that gave rise to 
the ABM Treaty in the first place. 

As long as we have a potentially ad-
versarial relationship with Russia—in 
other words, as long as we are not deal-
ing with a Canada, or a France, or a 
Britain—our sense of security will de-
pend on the confidence we have in our 
retaliatory capability. 

Anything that undermines con-
fidence in retaliatory capability— 
which is what strategic missile de-
fenses do—will increase the reluctance 
of one side or the other to reduce offen-
sive strategic forces. 

One implicit aspect of the bill’s anal-
ysis is correct—the Russians do not 
have the economic means to develop an 
ABM system on a par with what we are 
capable of developing with the expendi-
ture of a large portion of our treasure. 
But they do have a stockpile of surplus 
warheads which they could deploy to 
respond to our national missile defense 
system. 

With our planned deployment of a na-
tional missile defense system, the Rus-
sians, now feeling less certain of their 
retaliatory capability, will opt for the 
next best alternative—they will ignore 
their remaining commitments under 
Start I and they will refuse to ratify 
Start II. 

It will not end there—they are likely 
to begin expanding their strategic 
forces to overcome missile defenses. We 
will respond by expanding our forces 
and by developing even more robust 
missile defenses, and so on. In short, 
we will restart the spiral of escalating 
nuclear deployments that marked the 
worst days of East-West confrontation. 

What a cruel irony that would be— 
after the cold war, when we could have 
achieved significant reductions in stra-
tegic arms—we will instead have cre-
ated the kind of bankrupting, para-
noia-driven arms race that the ABM 
Treaty sought to prevent, and, indeed, 
did prevent during the cold war. 

Another justification for scuttling 
the treaty could be called the Barbar-
ians are at the gates argument. Ac-
cording to this line of reasoning, there 
are numerous rogue States on the 
verge of acquiring advanced tactical 
and strategic ballistic missiles. And we 
urgently need to develop the means to 
counter this imminent threat to our 
national security. 

This is a crucial matter, and one 
which deserves more careful analysis 
than has been employed to date. I 
know about the estimates that say 
that some countries are only a decade 
away from having long range ballistic 
missile delivery capability. But I ques-
tion the validity of those analyses. 
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Many other reputable studies by ex-

perts in the field indicate that the na-
tions causing the greatest worry to the 
Defense Department will not acquire 
long range delivery systems for the 
next 20 to 30 years, if ever. Even De-
fense Department data reveal that 97 
percent of the Third World missile 
threat comes from theater ballistic 
missiles with a range of 1,000 kilo-
meters or less. 

The delivery system of choice of 
rogue states targeting the United 
States with weapons of mass destruc-
tion will not be ballistic missiles. 
There are plenty of ways to circumvent 
defenses without even using missiles. 
These are the threats on which we 
should focus our ever-scarcer re-
sources, not on the alarmist scenarios 
that are being touted by the pro-
ponents of national missile defense. 

If a national missile defense can be 
rendered ineffective by an over-
whelming Russian attack, and if such a 
system is many times more capable 
than what is required to contend with 
the Third World theater ballistic mis-
sile threat, then we are left to ask a 
basic question—what are we spending 
tens of billions of dollars to defend our-
selves from? 

I think that the only logical conclu-
sion is one that is not explicitly stated, 
but begins to emerge if you read care-
fully between the lines. The real reason 
for going on a crash program to de-
velop a national missile defense system 
is that there are some who don’t care 
that the ABM Treaty will be jettisoned 
because, in their view, arms reduction 
per se is not in our national security 
interest. 

If our deployment of a national mis-
sile defense causes the Russians to 
abandon START II, that fits right in 
with their strategy. Such a move by 
the Russians will provide the excuse 
they need to argue for maintaining and 
perhaps even expanding a large United 
States strategic arsenal. 

I realize that there are others who 
might vote for a national missile de-
fense system because, upon first 
glance, it seems to be a way to render 
strategic ballistic missiles obsolete. I 
know that not everyone who supports a 
missile defense wants an arms buildup. 
Some may honestly believe that a na-
tional missile defense is a path to fu-
ture arms reduction. 

But I would hope that those who do 
want arms reduction will realize the 
essential paradox of defense and of-
fense where strategic ballistic missiles 
are concerned. The more you try to de-
fend, the more the other side will 
buildup. This has been borne out by ex-
perience. In this manner, a well-mean-
ing attempt to reduce the effectiveness 
of strategic weapons by building a ro-
bust defense could have the perverse 
impact of leading to a new and costly 
arms race. 

In closing, I would just like to re-
mind my colleagues who remain skep-
tical about the usefulness of the ABM 
Treaty, that the START treaties—in 

which both sides have agreed to cut 
their strategic arsenals by a total of 
two-thirds—were concluded without 
the United States having deployed a 
single strategic defensive system. 

The ABM Treaty has served the pur-
pose of arms reduction remarkably 
well. We should seek to build upon its 
successes, not scuttle it for an ill-de-
fined and perilous course. 

Finally, let me say that if Senators 
are going to stand on the floor and say 
they are going to vote against the 
Levin amendment but they support 
START I and START II, then I respect-
fully suggest that they go read this 
legislation. I do not know how you can 
say that. 

If a Senator is going to say, ‘‘I sup-
port the ABM Treaty but I am against 
the Levin amendment,’’ I suggest he or 
she go read the legislation before us. If 
a Senator comes to the floor and says, 
‘‘By the way, I not only do not like the 
doctrine of mutual assured destruction, 
I do not support START I, START II, 
or the ABM Treaty,’’ then I say vote 
against this amendment, because then 
you will be intellectually honest. It is 
a legitimate position to take. But let 
us not kid the American people and the 
world and say we support reducing the 
number of nuclear weapons, we support 
START I, we support START II, we are 
even for a START III, which we are 
contemplating, and we are for the ABM 
Treaty but, by the way, we are going to 
vote for this legislation. You cannot do 
both and be intellectually honest about 
it. 

So, as they say, pick a team, pick a 
side, pick a position, but do not pre-
tend you are on both sides because you 
cannot be against Levin and for the 
ABM Treaty. You cannot be against 
Levin and for the START II agreement. 
You cannot be against Levin and for 
further reduction in the nuclear arse-
nals of the major powers in the world. 

I thank my colleague from Michigan, 
and I yield the floor. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise today in support of the Levin- 
Exon-Bingaman-Glenn amendment, to 
the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 1996, to strike pro-
visions of the bill which would directly 
lead to our violation of the ABM trea-
ty. This treaty is vital to American na-
tional security. 

The Missile Defense Act would lead 
to violations of the ABM Treaty in two 
crucial ways. 

First, it would establish a deploy-
ment plan for a national missile de-
fense. If a national ballistic missile de-
fense were deployed, it would blatantly 
violate the treaty. 

Second, before any national missile 
defense system can be deployed, it 
must be tested. Fully testing this type 
of system would violate the ABM Trea-
ty. 

The ABM Treaty is the diplomatic 
foundation of our intercontinental bal-
listic missile reduction strategy. It was 
possible to negotiate and ratify the 
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty or 

START, which is currently being im-
plemented, and negotiate START II, 
which awaits ratification by this Sen-
ate and the Russian Duma because of 
the strategic groundwork laid in the 
ABM Treaty. Abandoning or violating 
the ABM Treaty would threaten the 
strategic ballistic missile reductions 
under these two treaties which, when 
implemented, would verifiably elimi-
nate the intercontinental ballistic mis-
siles carrying two-thirds of Russia’s 
nuclear warheads. 

Further, abandoning our treaty obli-
gations jeopardizes our future relation-
ship with Russia. The Reagan, Bush 
and Clinton administrations have 
worked hard to not only strengthen the 
strategic relationship between our na-
tions, but economic, cultural, and dip-
lomatic relationships as well. We have 
achieved measurable strategic reduc-
tions because of the foundation of trust 
the ABM Treaty provides. To jeop-
ardize this trust, especially while 
START II waits precariously for ratifi-
cation, is simply unwise. If the ABM 
Treaty is abandoned, the casualty may 
very well be the future of nuclear arms 
reductions with Russia. 

While it is true that the ABM Treaty 
was ratified at the height of the cold 
war and that its outlook is bipolar in 
nature, the fact remains that the 
greatest ballistic missile threat to the 
United States is still located in Russia 
and the states of the former Soviet 
Union. The ABM Treaty gives a sense 
of security to the Russian government 
which allows them to move forward to-
ward reducing their stockpiles of nu-
clear weapons under both START and 
START II. 

Even the chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, General Shalikashvili, 
has felt it necessary to declare that 
United States abandonment of the 
ABM Treaty could harm both the pros-
pects for START II ratification by the 
Duma and our broader security rela-
tionship with Russia. In addition, 
abandonment of the treaty could 
threaten the continued dismantlement 
of nuclear weapons under START. 
Again, if we abandon our commitments 
under the ABM Treaty, we stand to 
lose the verified elimination of thou-
sands of nuclear missiles currently 
aimed at the U.S. Our national secu-
rity priority should be to greatly re-
duce this ICBM threat. 

My support of the ABM Treaty does 
not negate my willingness to see a na-
tional ballistic missile defense system 
studied. We should continue our re-
search and development programs for a 
national ballistic missile defense sys-
tem and should always look toward our 
future defense needs. 

Turning to the issue of theater mis-
sile defense, I also believe deeply that 
we must develop and deploy this type 
of system which does not violate the 
ABM Treaty. Development and deploy-
ment of this type of system is techno-
logically feasible and is permissible 
under the ABM Treaty. Most of the 
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theater ballistic missile defense sys-
tems currently in development and 
being tested are ABM Treaty compli-
ant. In fact, the joint summit state-
ment from the May Clinton/Yeltsin 
Summit delineates a set of principles 
that provides that both sides can de-
ploy effective theater ballistic missile 
defense systems within the framework 
of the ABM Treaty. 

Because theater ballistic missile de-
fense is entirely possible under the 
ABM Treaty, is it not the better path 
to both maintain the ABM Treaty thus 
protecting the elimination of thou-
sands of intercontinental ballistic mis-
siles under START and START II and 
to develop and deploy a theater bal-
listic missile defense system that could 
both protect future theater ballistic 
missile threats to American shores and 
current theater ballistic missile 
threats to American and Allied troops 
overseas? 

Let us continue our research and de-
velopment programs for a national bal-
listic missile defense, let us continue 
to develop and work to deploy a the-
ater ballistic missile defense, but let us 
oppose abandoning the ABM Treaty 
and thus lose our opportunity to elimi-
nate thousands of Russia’s interconti-
nental ballistic missiles. 

It is in our national security interest 
to continue to support the ABM Treaty 
until the great threat of Russian 
ICBMs aimed at the United States is 
substantially reduced under START 
and START II. Until this important 
process is completed, let us work to de-
ploy a theater missile defense system 
and continue our research towards the 
development of national ballistic mis-
sile defense system. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 
today, I received a letter from the Hon-
orable Henry Kissinger, former Sec-
retary of State. I will take a few sec-
onds to read a short paragraph: 

I commend the Committee’s decision to set 
a course for deployment of a National Mis-
sile Defense system to protect all Ameri-
cans. Development of such a system is long 
overdue. I believe that such a deployment 
will actually enhance deterrence. . . The 
ABM Treaty is unable to help the United 
States deal with one of the most significant 
post-Cold War security threats: the prolifera-
tion of long-range ballistic missiles. In fact, 
the ABM Treaty now stands in the way of 
our ability to respond in an effective man-
ner. 

I ask unanimous consent that the en-
tire letter be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

AUGUST 3, 1995. 
Hon. STROM THURMOND, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Armed Services, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR THURMOND: I am writing to 

congratulate you on your recent markup of 
the Defense Authorization Bill, especially 
the provisions in the bill dealing with bal-
listic missile defense and the ABM Treaty. 
With the bill soon to be debated on the Sen-
ate floor, I wanted to present my views on a 
number of related issues. 

The time has clearly come for the United 
States to consider either amending the ABM 

Treaty or finding some other basis for regu-
lating U.S.-Russian strategic relations. The 
ABM Treaty was born of a different era, 
characterized by a different set of strategic 
and political circumstances. As I said in my 
testimony before your committee earlier 
this year, when things have changed so 
much, we must not fear changes in our Cold 
War treaty arrangements if such changes are 
in our best interest. 

I commend the Committee’s decision to set 
a course for deployment of a National Mis-
sile Defense system to protect all Ameri-
cans. Development of such a system is long 
overdue. I believe that such a deployment 
will actually enhance deterrence and provide 
the basis for deeper offensive reductions. Our 
experience with the ABM Treaty has shown 
that a lack of defense neither promotes of-
fensive reductions nor otherwise enhances 
stability. More important, the ABM Treaty 
is unable to help the United States deal with 
one of the most significant post-Cold War se-
curity threats: the proliferation of long- 
range ballistic missiles. In fact the ABM 
Treaty now stands in the way of our ability 
to respond in an effective manner. 

I am also pleased to see that the Com-
mittee has passed the legislation introduced 
by Senator Warner, which establishes a clear 
demarcation between permitted Theater 
Missile Defense systems, and strategic de-
fenses limited by the ABM Treaty. It is es-
sential that the ABM Treaty not be extended 
to cover systems that were never intended to 
be limited, such as Theater Missile Defense 
systems. Such systems are too important to 
be held hostage to arbitrary and unnecessary 
negotiations. I find it hard to believe that 
the Clinton Administration objects to having 
its own demarcation standard codified into 
law. Such a move seems entirely appropriate 
and consistent with U.S. obligations under 
the ABM Treaty. 

I believe that the Missile Defense Act of 
1995 is an important step in the right direc-
tion. It is a measured and well-focused re-
sponse to a dramatic threat to United States 
national interests. 

Sincerely, 
HENRY A. KISSINGER. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, is the lead-
er ready to proceed? 

Mr. DASCHLE. Yes. 
Mr. LOTT. I will withhold. I under-

stand the Senator from Texas may 
have some remarks, if the Senator 
would like to wait, or would he like to 
proceed? 

Mr. DASCHLE. I am prepared to 
speak, but if the Senator has been on 
the floor, I am happy to defer to her. 

Mr. THURMOND. How much time 
does the Senator from Texas want? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Two or three min-
utes. 

Mr. THURMOND. I yield 3 minutes to 
the Senator from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
think there is a fundamental issue 
here, and that is, as the world changes, 
is the U.S. Senate and the U.S. Con-
gress going to continue to meet the 
challenges of the new world that we 
face today? 

The world has changed since the 
ABM Treaty. No longer are we a bipo-
lar world. We now know—and it has 
been published often in newspapers— 
that there are numerous countries that 
have nuclear, biological, and chemical 

weapons. Do they have the ability to 
attack the United States with these 
weapons? We believe that some might. 

So the question is: Are we going to 
unilaterally disarm our ability to de-
fend our shores from a potential at-
tack? That is the issue. We cannot, in 
any way, limit our capability to meet 
the challenges of the post cold war, 
multipolar world that we are living in 
today. 

So I hope that we will not do any-
thing that will lessen our ability to de-
fend our shores. We must have a the-
ater ballistic missile defense. We must 
continue to go forward to make sure 
we have the technology to defend our-
selves against any incoming missiles, 
or to defend our armed services in any 
theater in which they may be fighting. 
That is the core issue today. 

So I hope that our colleagues under-
stand the significance of this argu-
ment. This is not, in any way, partisan; 
it ought not be in any way a matter for 
discussion, really; it is a matter of pri-
orities and what our leadership role is. 
I hope that we will put aside partisan 
views on this issue and look at our re-
sponsibility to defend our shores and 
our future generations. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I yield the 

remainder of my time to the Demo-
cratic leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-
nority leader is recognized. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I thank the Senator 
from Michigan for the time. 

Mr. President, I want to also thank 
him for offering this amendment, and I 
commend Senators EXON, BINGAMAN 
and GLENN for cosponsoring it. I be-
lieve that the vote on this amendment 
may be one of the most critical votes 
that we cast this year. There are many 
provisions in this bill that I, along 
with many of the people on this side of 
the aisle—and I suspect beyond the 
beltway—strongly oppose. However, 
perhaps the most objectionable provi-
sions in this bill—and potentially the 
most damaging to the long-term secu-
rity interests of the United States—are 
those calling for the United States to 
deploy multiple-site national missile 
defenses by the year 2003. 

As Senator LEVIN and others have al-
ready pointed out, committing this 
country to deploying a multisite na-
tional missile defense system at this 
time would have very damaging con-
sequences for our national security. 
The Levin amendment would retain the 
strategic policies that have kept this 
country safe now for a half century. 

I strongly support the Levin amend-
ment for several reasons. 

First, I am concerned that any effort 
by the United States to deploy theater 
missile defenses could jeopardize sev-
eral important treaties negotiated 
under both the Clinton and Bush ad-
ministrations. For instance, the provi-
sions could hold up implementation of 
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the START Treaty; imperil Russian 
ratification of the START II Treaty, 
which requires Russia and the United 
States, as everyone here knows, to re-
duce their long-range nuclear weapons 
from 8,500 to 3,500; and possibly impact 
the conventional forces in Europe 
Treaty, which calls for the reduction of 
heavy weapons, such as tanks and com-
bat aircraft throughout NATO and the 
former Warsaw Pact. 

Second, I am concerned that deploy-
ment of national missile defenses in 
the United States could undermine 
U.S. nonproliferation efforts. For in-
stance, China could withhold support 
for the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 
if the United States violates or renego-
tiates the ABM Treaty. 

Needless to say, Chinese resistance to 
the CTB could induce other regional 
powers to follow suit, thus eroding sup-
port for the Nonproliferation Treaty. 
Moreover, deployment of theater mis-
sile defenses would make other nuclear 
countries, like China, Britain, and 
France, less willing to enter into fu-
ture nuclear reduction treaties. 

Third, as has been pointed out sev-
eral times during this debate, nothing 
in the treaty precludes the Department 
of Defense and the Ballistic Missile De-
fense Office from conducting the pro-
gram as currently planned for at least 
the next year or two. Let me repeat 
that. The ABM Treaty will not con-
strain our ballistic missile defense ef-
forts for at least the next year or two. 

Therefore, we have ample time to 
weigh the threats this Nation faces and 
debate the appropriate response. We 
need not march off precipitously on a 
path that leads us to unilateral abroga-
tion of one treaty, and the probable 
breaking of several others. 

Mr. President, let me make it clear, 
I am not saying that we should never 
consider making changes to the ABM 
Treaty or any other treaty. Cir-
cumstances change and security re-
quirements must be modified accord-
ingly. 

Even the Constitution, the greatest 
document drafted by this country, has 
been modified 26 times. What I am say-
ing is that this is neither the time nor 
the manner to modify the treaty. 

For all these reasons, I strongly sup-
port the Levin amendment and urge 
my colleagues to do the same. 

I yield such time as I have remaining 
to the author of the amendment, the 
distinguished Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. LOTT. Could I inquire about the 
remaining time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 
minute and eighteen seconds for the 
Senator from South Carolina, and 6 
minutes for the Senator from Michi-
gan. 

Mr. LOTT. Due to the fact that we 
only have 1 minute and 18 seconds, we 
will reserve our time to see if the Sen-
ator from Michigan would like to use 
the balance of his 6 minutes. 

Mr. LEVIN. I understand the Chair is 
saying there is 6 minutes remaining. I 
yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. President, the language in the 
bill which this amendment would cor-
rect does three things. 

First, the language sets forth a head- 
on clash with the ABM Treaty. Words 
have clear meaning by the way they 
have consequences, too, which we will 
get to in a moment. 

Section 233 says it is the policy of the 
United States to deploy multiple site 
national defense missiles. The ABM 
Treaty prohibits such defenses. You 
cannot get much clearer than that 
without a formal abrogation document. 
What this bill says is the policy to do 
it is not allowed by the ABM Treaty. 

In addition, section 235 of the bill 
says that to implement the policy es-
tablished in that earlier section, the 
Secretary of Defense shall develop an 
affordable and operationally effective 
national missile defense system, which 
will attain initial operational capa-
bility by a specified year. 

‘‘Shall’’ and ‘‘will;’’ these are very 
clear and very strong words. 

Second, the bill says that the line be-
tween short-range and long-range mis-
sile defenses is a specific line. We are 
doing it by U.S. law. 

Now, it is the same demarcation 
which is being negotiated between Rus-
sia and us. What we are doing is usurp-
ing the negotiations and transferring 
them from wherever they are being ne-
gotiated to the floor of the U.S. Sen-
ate. If the Duma did that, we would not 
stand for it for one moment—any of 
us—I hope. So there is a unilateral in-
terpretation of the ABM Treaty in this 
bill which would be stricken by this 
amendment. 

Third, the bill says it is a sense of 
the Senate that the President shall not 
negotiate—these are the words—sense 
of the Senate the President should 
cease all efforts to clarify U.S. obliga-
tions under the ABM Treaty. 

We have heard a lot about the need 
to modify. By the way, I think most 
would agree that the ABM Treaty 
should be modified. At least many of 
us, including myself. 

Here it is said in section 237, that it 
is the sense of the Senate that the 
President should cease all efforts to 
modify, clarify, U.S. obligation. Both 
words are used—modify and clarify. 

On the floor, we hear a lot about we 
ought to try to modify this treaty, and 
we should. Section 237 says the Presi-
dent shall cease all efforts to modify or 
clarify our obligations under the trea-
ty. That section would also be strick-
en. 

Mr. President, this language in this 
bill which the amendment would strike 
will dash the hopes of our generation 
for a new relationship with Russia, fol-
lowing the end of the cold war. That is 
what Secretary Perry tells us. That is 
what General Shalikashvili tell us. 

This is why Secretary Perry has writ-
ten us the following: 

Certain provisions [in this bill] related to 
the ABM Treaty would be very damaging to 
U.S. security interests. By mandating ac-
tions that would lead us to violate or dis-

regard U.S. treaty obligations—such as es-
tablishing a deployment date of a multiple- 
site NMD system—the bill would jeopardize 
Russian implementation of the START I and 
START II Treaties, which involve the elimi-
nation of many thousands of strategic nu-
clear weapons. 

We cannot get much more serious 
than this. It has never been more im-
portant to read words in a bill than it 
is now because what our Secretary of 
Defense is telling us; that the elimi-
nation of offensive weapons aimed at 
us is jeopardized if we unilaterally 
move to trash the ABM Treaty or in-
terpret the ABM Treaty the way this 
bill does. 

That is why this debate is worth 5 
hours—indeed, maybe 5 days. That is 
the seriousness of the language that is 
in this bill. 

Then the Secretary of Defense goes 
on to say that, ‘‘The bill’s unwarranted 
imposition through funding restric-
tions, of a unilateral . . . demarcation 
interpretation would similarly jeop-
ardize these reductions . . .’’ 

Now, we have a treaty. Treaties 
should mean things. They should have 
significance. When the Russians vio-
lated it, we tried to hold them account-
able. So, I believe, the Duma will point 
to our action in saying that this gives 
them an excuse to, instead of reducing 
nuclear weapons, to stop those reduc-
tions, to keep the numbers where they 
are, and, indeed, increase them, in 
order to now deal with these new de-
fenses which this bill commits us to 
build. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. LOTT. We do have at least one 

more speaker. Could I ask unanimous 
consent we have 10 additional minutes, 
5 on each side? 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, does that 
then supersede whatever time we have 
left? 

Mr. LOTT. It would begin now, when 
all existing time expires, which is with-
in about 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. We have talked about this now 
for 31⁄2 hours, and we have got a little 
bit longer to go. 

I think it has been said every argu-
ment has been made on both sides by 
this time. When the Senator from 
Texas stood up and talked about this 
being a different world, I have to em-
phasize that this is a different world 
than it was back in 1972. 

In 1972, we had two superpowers. We 
had the USSR and the United States, 
and we had a treaty that took place 
back then that was controversial at 
that time, the ABM Treaty between 
two parties. One of those parties does 
not even exist anymore. The world is 
totally different. The threat is not 
there from the Soviet Union because 
the Soviet Union is not there anymore. 

If we stop and look at the comparison 
that we have today, we are living under 
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a treaty that says that we can defend 
ourselves overseas, we can defend our-
selves in a theater missile environ-
ment, but we cannot defend our own 
country. 

Now, I think we have to look at it 
and say, is the environment we are in 
today a more dangerous environment 
than it was in 1972? I think there is 
some argument, very persuasive argu-
ment, that there is. We have heard 
quoted several times on this floor a 
statement by Jim Woolsey, who is the 
Security Adviser to President Clinton, 
said that we know of between 20 and 25 
nations that have developed or are de-
veloping weapons of mass destruction— 
either nuclear, chemical, or biologi-
cal—and they are working on the mis-
sile method to deliver those weapons of 
mass destruction. 

I think that a case can be made that 
the environment we are in today is far 
more serious, far more dangerous, to 
our Nation’s security than it was when 
we could identify who the enemy was. 
At that time, of course, the enemy was 
the U.S.S.R. 

I will share with you a conversation 
I had with Dr. Henry Kissinger. We all 
know he was the architect, back in 
1972, of this controversial antiballistic 
missile treaty. He said at that time he 
felt it was the right thing to do. 

At that time the mutual destruction 
mentality that we had seemed to make 
sense. ‘‘We only have two countries in 
the world who are capable of devel-
oping and delivering any form of de-
struction of that nature, so let us just 
both make ourselves so we are vulner-
able to the other one.’’ Maybe it made 
sense then. I am not sure that it did. 

But the other day, in a private con-
versation with me—and he said it is 
fine to quote him—he said: For us to be 
living under that treaty today is in-
sane. And he said, and this is a direct 
quote, ‘‘It’s nuts to make a virtue out 
of our vulnerability.’’ 

I do not know whether that is in the 
letter that the distinguished Senator 
from South Carolina submitted for the 
RECORD. I suggest words to that effect 
are there, but it is a lengthy, two-page 
letter. In that letter he describes it. 

This is the person who was the archi-
tect of the ABM Treaty. So all I am 
saying, Mr. President, is today it is a 
different world. Today it is a world not 
with two superpowers but with a super-
power, the United States—if we want 
to call ourselves that—and many other 
semi-superpowers or quasi-super-
powers, any of which, if they have the 
technology, can deliver weapons of 
mass destruction to the United States. 

I agree with Henry Kissinger; it is 
nuts to make a virtue out of our vul-
nerability, which is exactly what we 
have been doing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I yield 2 
minutes to Senator DORGAN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I rise to 
support the amendment offered by the 

Senator from Michigan. I think this is 
awfully important. I know it has taken 
an awful lot of time on the Senate floor 
today, but I think it is worth the 
amount of time it has taken. This is an 
enormously important amendment. 
This amendment strikes the language 
in the bill that is brought to the floor 
by the Armed Services Committee that 
will abrogate the ABM Treaty. In my 
judgment, it is reckless to do what is 
done in this bill in a manner that will 
abrogate that treaty. 

We had a long debate this morning on 
the subject of funding, $300 million 
added to the bill for a national missile 
defense system. That amendment that 
I brought to the floor to strip the $300 
million out lost by a vote of 51 to 48. I 
hope we will revisit that issue in an ap-
propriate way and we will achieve a 
different result. That was important. 

But this is even more important. I 
hope the Senate, on this amendment, 
will understand the dimensions of this 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Michigan. The ABM Treaty is the 
foundation of the arms agreements 
which we have reached with the Soviet 
Union and Russia and others. I think it 
is critically important that we agree to 
this amendment this afternoon and 
strike the language in the bill brought 
to the floor, that I think jeopardizes, 
literally jeopardizes, our security by 
weakening the arms control agree-
ments that are now in place. 

I congratulate the Senator from 
Michigan for a long, hard fight. I hope 
when the votes are counted we will 
find, in this circumstance, he pre-
vails—he prevails for the good of this 
country and for the future of our chil-
dren. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, could I in-

quire on the remainder of time on both 
sides of the aisle? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
1 minute and 33 seconds left on the ma-
jority side and 3 minutes and 50 sec-
onds left on Senator LEVIN’s side. 

Mr. LOTT. I reserve the remainder of 
our time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 2 additional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the cold 
war is over. But there are some rem-
nants that remain, including about 
8,000 nuclear warheads on Russian soil. 
Those warheads are being dismantled. 
They are being dismantled as part of 
the START I agreement and START II 
agreement. The dismantling of those 
warheads is critical to our security. 

The Chairman of our Joint Chiefs 
says that the continuing dismantle-
ment of Russian warheads that threat-
en us is jeopardized if we undermine 
the ABM Treaty. Because instead of 
dismantling warheads, the Russians 
will now be faced with the threat of de-

fenses, which means they would be 
tending to increase the warheads in 
order to overcome those defenses. 

So there are a number of treaties 
which are at issue. There is the ABM 
Treaty, but there is also a START I 
Treaty and a START II Treaty. 

When General Shalikashvili tells us, 
as he has in writing, that we must as-
sume that unilateral United States leg-
islation could harm prospects for 
START II ratification by the Duma, 
and probably impact our broader secu-
rity relationship with Russia as well, 
we should listen. 

And when the Secretary of Defense 
says that the study which is referred to 
in this bill should be completed before 
we decide to deploy sites in violation of 
the ABM Treaty instead of vice versa— 
we should not be now committing to 
deploy multisites when they violate a 
treaty which we are then going to 
study—so what the Secretary of De-
fense last said is these serious con-
sequences argue for conducting the 
proposed Senate review of the ABM 
Treaty before—underlined—before con-
sidering such drastic and far-reaching 
measures. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time is up. Who yields time? 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, has all 
time expired? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
approximately 1 minute, 31 seconds on 
your side, approximately 1 minute and 
20 seconds on the side of the Senator 
from Michigan. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I have the 
authority of the majority leader to use 
leader time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if I under-
stand correctly what the Senator from 
Michigan said a minute ago—did I hear 
him say the ‘‘threat of defense’’? The 
‘‘threat of defense,’’ did the Senator 
say that? 

Mr. LEVIN. The Senator is correct. 
Our having defenses to the Soviets 
means that instead of getting rid of 
their offensive weapons, they will need 
more. That is not what I am saying, 
though. That is what General 
Shalikashvili and Secretary Perry are 
saying, far more important than what 
this Senator was saying. 

Mr. LOTT. I thank the Senator, but I 
just want the American people to think 
about that terminology. The threat of 
defense. Maybe that should be the de-
scription of what the Levin amendment 
is all about. Defense—who does it scare 
in America? Our defense scares the 
Russians? The MAD era is over, thank 
God. Let us admit it. Let us let it go. 
Times have changed. The threat of de-
fense, to me, is not a scary idea. 

We are not saying, do it now. We are 
saying, let us move forward with devel-
opment, let us have some plans, let us 
begin some specificity, let us have 
enough money to really do the job. Let 
us not have enough money to waste. 
Let us have enough money to do the 
job. Let us have enough money to de-
ploy. 
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Yes, we should be reasonable. We 

should think it through. But does any 
Senator here, or any American, think 
that the Senator from Maine is going 
to support language that is going to be 
dangerous and irresponsible? That is ri-
diculous. The Senator from Virginia, 
Senator WARNER, who has worked on 
this for years and years and years and 
was one of the coauthors, with the Sen-
ator from Georgia, of the missile de-
fense language of 1991, these are not ir-
responsible people. 

Can we continue to work together to 
try to move into this new era to move 
beyond ABM? Yes. Let us do it ration-
ally and reasonably. But let us do it. 
What is this absolute infatuation, this 
clinging to ABM? It is time to move 
on. 

We have a letter from Dr. Kissinger 
that has been referred to. But I know a 
lot of Senators on both sides of the 
aisle have a lot of respect for Dr. Kis-
singer. Dr. Kissinger’s letter is very 
telling. I am going to read every word 
of it because it really sums up where 
we are today. It is addressed to the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee, Senator THUR-
MOND. It is dated August 3. He also tes-
tified before the Armed Services Com-
mittee very clearly and very succinctly 
about what we should do and how we 
should move into the present and for-
get the past. This language is about 
the future, how do we get there and 
plan to get there. By clinging to ABM, 
are we trying to, as a matter of fact, 
stop a movement toward defense and 
start the movement toward the next 
generation? I fear that is what is in-
volved. 

Here is what Henry Kissinger had to 
say: 

AUGUST 3, 1995. 
DEAR SENATOR THURMOND: I am writing to 

congratulate you on your recent markup of 
the Defense Authorization Bill, especially 
the provisions in the bill dealing with bal-
listic missile defense and the ABM Treaty. 
With the bill soon to be debated on the Sen-
ate floor, I wanted to present my views on a 
number of related issues. 

The time has clearly come for the United 
States to consider either amending the ABM 
Treaty or finding some other basis for regu-
lating U.S.-Russian strategic relations. The 
ABM Treaty was born of a different era, 
characterized by a different set of strategic 
and political circumstances. As I said in my 
testimony before your committee earlier 
this year, when things have changed so 
much, we must not fear changes in our Cold 
War treaty arrangements if such changes are 
in our best interest. 

I commend the Committee’s decision to set 
a course for deployment of a National Mis-
sile Defense system to protect all Ameri-
cans. Development of such a system is long 
overdue. I believe that such a deployment 
will actually enhance deterrence and provide 
the basis for deeper offensive reductions. Our 
experience with the ABM Treaty has shown 
that a lack of defense neither promotes of-
fensive reductions nor otherwise enhances 
stability. More important, the ABM Treaty 
is unable to help the United States deal with 
one of the most significant post-Cold War se-
curity threats: the proliferation of long- 
range ballistic missiles. In fact the ABM 
Treaty now stands in the way of our ability 
to respond in an effective manner. 

I am also pleased to see that the Com-
mittee has passed the legislation introduced 
by Senator Warner, which establishes a clear 
demarcation between permitted Theater 
Missile Defense systems, and strategic de-
fenses limited by the ABM Treaty. It is es-
sential that the ABM Treaty not be extended 
to cover systems that were never intended to 
be limited, such as Theater Missile Defense 
systems. Such systems are too important to 
be held hostage to arbitrary and unnecessary 
negotiations. I find it hard to believe that 
the Clinton Administration objects to having 
its own demarcation standard codified into 
law. Such a move seems entirely appropriate 
and consistent with U.S. obligations under 
the ABM Treaty. 

I believe that the Missile Defense Act of 
1995 is an important step in the right direc-
tion. It is a measured and well-focused re-
sponse to a dramatic threat to United States 
national interests. 

Sincerely, 
HENRY A. KISSINGER. 

This is a name, this is a voice, al-
though sometime not understandable, 
one that we all recognize, that has in-
fluenced so much of what has happened 
in this area over the past 30 years, I 
guess. Yet, he takes such a strong 
stand. Why are we so afraid of this? 

So I think that we should defeat the 
Levin amendment. I know there are ne-
gotiations between the Senator from 
Maine, Senator COHEN, and Senator 
NUNN, and perhaps some others for 
some improvements. I am always will-
ing to look at that. I think we can do 
that. But first we must defeat the 
Levin amendment. We must move into 
the era of reality. 

The argument has been made that 
the Missile Defense Act of 1995 will un-
dermine START II ratification, and 
perhaps even damage broader United 
States-Russian relations. This argu-
ment is fundamentally rooted in a cold 
war view of the world. It assumes an 
adversarial, bipolar relationship be-
tween the United States and Russia. 
Essentially, it projects the United 
States-Soviet rivalry into the present 
day by suggesting that missile de-
fenses, even limited defenses, are 
destablizing. 

I do not believe that. Times have 
changed. Yes, there is some opposition 
to this, and there are those in the So-
viet Union that will argue that the 
START II Treaty may be in trouble. 
But if it is, there is plenty of evidence 
that it is for other reasons: money. We 
have quotes from the Russians saying 
they just do not have the money to im-
plement it or for them to be able to tie 
START II and ABM. We cannot allow 
that. 

They have even tried to link other 
things to ratification of START II such 
as expansion of NATO, which they op-
pose. It is clear that Russia is willing 
to play the START II card on a number 
of issues. We must reject this linkage 
lest we encourage Russia to believe 
that they possess a veto over U.S. for-
eign and national security policy. 

Of course, we should cooperate with 
Russia and not disregard their legiti-
mate security concerns. But this is 
what START II ratification is all 

about. This agreement is manifestly in 
both countries interest and should not 
be held hostage to other issues. 

Before we conclude that a U.S. na-
tional missile defense program will un-
dermine START II, we should examine 
what impact such a system would actu-
ally have. In reality, the NMD system 
envisioned by the Missile Defense Act 
of 1995 would in no way undermine Rus-
sian confidence in the effectiveness of 
their strategic deterrent. Even a mul-
tiple-site deployment will not signifi-
cantly alter Russia’s ability to threat-
en the United States. 

Given this, I believe there is no basic 
rationality to these connections. Even 
President Yeltsin himself rec-
ommended a global defense system 
shortly after he assumed office. During 
the Bush administration, there was 
tentative agreement between the 
United States and Russia on amending 
the ABM Treaty to allow for up to five 
sites and unlimited deployments of 
sensors, including space-based sensors. 
Since then, many Russian officials 
have reconfirmed that a limited NMD 
deployment would not in any way un-
dermine their deterrent posture. 

We must also recall that the ABM 
Treaty has already been amended once, 
and that the original treaty did allow 
for the deployment of more than one 
site. In fact, I think multiple sites was 
in the original treaty. During the nego-
tiations that led up to the signing of 
that treaty in 1972, the Russians were 
even willing to agree to as many as 5 
sites with 100 ABM interceptors each. 

So there is a long history here of an 
understanding really of what ABM 
means and the recognition that we 
need or may need and should move to-
ward multiple sites. 

But let me begin to conclude with 
these two points. Why is this legisla-
tion needed? The proliferation of bal-
listic missiles of all ranges, along with 
weapons of mass destruction, poses an 
ever-increasing threat to the United 
States and its interests. I think there 
is a lot of evidence that shows that, 
even from administration officials. We 
must get started now if the United 
States is to counter these threats in 
time. Ten years? Is that a rush? There 
is an orderly plan here. 

The administration has repeatedly 
demonstrated a willingness to extend 
the ABM Treaty to theater missile de-
fense systems which have not and have 
never been covered, as I understand it, 
by treaty. 

What the legislation does not do is it 
does not signal a return to star wars. It 
advocates a modest and affordable pro-
gram that is technically low risk. It 
does not violate, as I understand it, or 
advocate violation of the ABM Treaty. 
The means to implement the policies 
and the goals outlined in the Missile 
Defense Act of 1995 are contained in the 
ABM Treaty itself. 

So I urge that we take this step. Is it 
a step? Yes. Is it different from last 
year or 2 years or 3 years ago? Abso-
lutely. Times are different. In order to 
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make that step, though, we must first 
defeat the Levin amendment. 

I yield the floor, Mr. President. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, do I have 

any time left? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 

minute and twenty seconds. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, just last 

May our President and the Russian 
President issued a joint statement fol-
lowing a summit. One of those state-
ments was that the United States and 
Russia are each committed to the ABM 
Treaty, a cornerstone of strategic sta-
bility. 

That is how important the ABM 
Treaty is to the Russians. 

Should they be afraid of our de-
fenses? Should they be threatened by 
our defenses? Gosh, we do not think so 
because we are good guys. 

The truth of the matter is they are. 
What is the proof of that? General 
Shalikashvili’s statement and Sec-
retary Perry’s statement, which says 
flatout that if we act in this way to un-
dermine the ABM Treaty, we jeop-
ardize the reduction in START I and 
START II. So we are not afraid of de-
fenses. We should be afraid of 8,000 Rus-
sian warheads which probably now will 
not be dismantled if we jeopardize a 
treaty which has provided some stra-
tegic stability. That is the threat to 
us, the 8,000 warheads which are cur-
rently being dismantled, reduced under 
START I and II, which now will prob-
ably not be dismantled according to 
two pretty important folks, Secretary 
Perry and General Shalikashvili. That 
is current evidence of what the stakes 
are here. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from South Carolina 
controls 1 minute 26 seconds. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, has the dis-
tinguished Senator from Michigan 
yielded all time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, he 
has. 

Mr. LOTT. I believe we are ready to 
proceed. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, we 
are willing to yield back any time re-
maining if they are and we will proceed 
to a vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
move to table the amendment and ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table the Levin amendment No. 2088. 
The yeas and nays are ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 51, 
nays 49, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 355 Leg.] 
YEAS—51 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 

Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—49 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 

So the motion to table the amend-
ment (No. 2088) was agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
motion was agreed to. 

Mr. LOTT. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. COHEN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maine. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2089 

(Purpose: To express the sense of Congress 
on missile defense of the United States) 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk an amendment and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. COHEN], for 
himself and Mr. NUNN, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 2089. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill insert 

the following: 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings: 
(1) The proliferation of weapons of mass de-

struction and ballistic missiles of all ranges 
is a global problem that is becoming increas-
ingly threatening to the United States, its 
troops and citizens abroad, and its allies. 

(2) Article XIII of the ABM Treaty envi-
sions ‘‘possible changes in the strategic situ-
ation which have a bearing on the provisions 
of this Treaty’’. 

(3) Articles XIII and XIV of the ABM Trea-
ty establish means for the Parties to amend 
the Treaty, and the Parties have employed 
these means to amend the Treaty. 

(4) Article XV of the ABM Treaty estab-
lishes means for a Party to withdraw from 

the Treaty, upon 6 months notice, ‘‘if it de-
cides that extraordinary events related to 
the subject matter of this Treaty have jeop-
ardized its supreme interests.’’. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—Given the funda-
mental responsibility of the Government of 
the United States to protect the security of 
the United States, the increasingly serious 
threat posed to the United States, the in-
creasingly serious threat posed to the United 
States by the proliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction and ballistic missile tech-
nology,and the effect this threat could have 
in constraining the options of the United 
States to act in time of crisis, it is the sense 
of Congress that— 

(1) it is in the supreme interest of the 
United States to defend itself from the 
threat of limited ballistic missile attack, 
whatever its source; 

(2) the deployment of a multiple site 
ground-based national missile defense sys-
tem to protect against limited ballistic mis-
sile attack can strengthen strategic stability 
and deterrence; 

(3) the policies, programs, and require-
ments of subtitle C of title II of this Act can 
be accomplished through processes specified 
within, or consistent with, the ABM Treaty, 
which anticipates the need and provides the 
means for amendment to the Treaty; 

(4) the President is urged to initiate nego-
tiations with the Russian Federation to 
amend the ABM Treaty as necessary to pro-
vide for the national missile defense systems 
specified in section 335 to protect the United 
States from limited ballistic missile attack; 
and 

(5) if these negotiations fail, the President 
is urged to consult with the Senate about the 
option of withdrawing the United States 
from the ABM Treaty in accordance with the 
provisions of Article XV of the Treaty. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, may we 
have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine has the floor. The 
Senate will come to order. 

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maine has the floor. 
Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I am 

going to yield to the minority leader in 
just a moment. I just want to indicate 
that during the course of the debate on 
the Levin amendment, I indicated that 
I would be sending an amendment to 
the desk for consideration that would, 
I think, clarify the intent of the Armed 
Services Committee, as far as the ABM 
Treaty is concerned. 

My understanding is that the minor-
ity leader wishes to proceed at this 
point and introduce another measure 
dealing with welfare. I am prepared to 
yield to him if that is his desire, or we 
can continue to debate the amendment 
that I have now offered. But I am pre-
pared to yield the floor for as much 
time as the minority leader needs, and 
then I will come back to my amend-
ment following his statement. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I thank the Senator 
from Maine for his courtesy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I seek the floor using 
my leader time to make a statement 
unrelated to the bill. If I can do that 
and then return to the bill just as soon 
as we complete the statements, I prefer 
to do that. I appreciate the courtesy of 
the Senator from Maine. 
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Mr. COHEN. Senator NUNN is a prin-

cipal cosponsor of the amendment I 
just sent to the desk. 

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will we be 

able to get a time agreement on this 
amendment? Is it going to be accepted? 
We just spent 7 hours on the last 
amendment. If this bill is not finished 
by tomorrow night, I think it is gone. 
I hope we can get a time agreement, if 
it is necessary to have it. 

Mr. COHEN. If the leader will yield, I 
think we can have a fairly short time 
agreement. I think Senator NUNN and I 
are working through really modifying 
this amendment to make sure we have 
broad bipartisan support for it. It 
should not take very long. If the leader 
wants to propose a time agreement—— 

Mr. LEVIN. Will the leader withhold 
offering a time agreement until we can 
see the amendment? 

Mr. NUNN. I will say to the majority 
leader, if he will yield, I would like to 
have a time agreement on this amend-
ment no longer than an hour equally 
divided. I believe we would be better to 
put that unanimous-consent request 
after the minority leader makes his 
statement. 

Mr. BUMPERS. If the majority lead-
er will yield, I wonder if it is possible 
to sequence the amendments so the 
Members will have some idea as to the 
sequence. I am not pleading for mercy, 
but I have to go to a funeral in my 
State this weekend, with absolutely no 
reservation. I have to leave here to-
morrow night. I have a couple of 
amendments, and I would like to offer 
them before I leave. I think it would be 
expeditious for the Senate if we can get 
some lined up and some sequence and 
time agreements, maybe 30 minutes or 
an hour. I think we got the tough ones 
out of the way. The rest should not 
take that much time. 

Mr. DOLE. I think that is an excel-
lent idea. Senator DASCHLE and I may 
be starting to put it together, to rotate 
back and forth on the sequence of 
amendments. I think the Senator from 
Arizona wants to do the same thing. 
Maybe we can do the Senator’s this 
evening if he has to be gone tomorrow. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I yield to the man-
ager of the bill. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
just want to say that we have spent a 
long time now just on a few amend-
ments. I hope we can get reasonable 
time agreements and finish up this bill. 
I am saying that we can finish this bill 
in a reasonable time tomorrow, if we 
stay here tonight and work a reason-
able time and do not take too much 
time on any one amendment. Most of 
the people know how they are going to 
vote; it is just a matter of voting. I 
hope we are all together. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, given 
that, I will use my leader time, and 
Senator DOLE and I will have an oppor-
tunity to go off the floor and talk. 

I will yield to the Senator from 
Maryland, and following that, the dis-

tinguished Senator from Louisiana, for 
remarks regarding the Work First wel-
fare reform plan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland is recognized. 

(The remarks of Ms. MIKULSKI and 
Mr. BREAUX pertaining to the introduc-
tion of S. 1117 are located in today’s 
RECORD under ‘‘Statements on Intro-
duced Bills and Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, what is 
the pending business before the Sen-
ate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending business is amendment 2089 of-
fered by the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
COHEN] and the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. NUNN]. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I believe 
that language is still being worked out 
by Senator COHEN and Senator NUNN, 
and I believe that language will be re-
solved very quickly and with a com-
mensurate time agreement. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Maine. 
Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, what is 

the pending business? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

pending business is amendment No. 
2089, offered by the Senator from 
Maine. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be set aside in order to 
allow Senator MCCAIN to proceed with 
his amendment, and that there be a 
time limitation of 2 hours equally di-
vided. 

Mr. MCCAIN. They are not ready for 
the time agreement. 

Mr. COHEN. I ask unanimous consent 
that we set aside the pending amend-
ment to allow Senator MCCAIN to pro-
ceed with offering his amendment deal-
ing with Seawolf. And, during the 
course of that time for debate, if we, 
Senator NUNN and I, come to the floor 
with our amendment, we then go off 
the McCain amendment and return to 
the Cohen-Nunn amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The Senator from Arizona. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, if I may 

repeat, my understanding of the par-
liamentary situation is that we tempo-
rarily set aside the Cohen amendment 
while negotiations continue on that 
amendment in order to take up the 
Seawolf amendment. It is also my un-
derstanding that a time agreement on 
the Seawolf is being negotiated. On the 
McCain amendment, there are negotia-
tions going on, and I ask that the clerk 
keep time so that it will apply once the 
unanimous-consent agreement is 
reached for the purposes of moving for-
ward. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct with respect to the par-
liamentary situation. The clerk will 
keep time on the McCain amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2090 
(Purpose: To delete funding for procurement 

of a third Seawolf submarine, and to pro-
hibit expenditures of fiscal year 1996 funds 
and prior fiscal year funds for procurement 
of such submarine) 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I have 

an amendment at the desk, and I ask 
for its consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SANTORUM). The clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN), 

for himself and Mr. ROTH, Mr. FEINGOLD, and 
Mr. GRAMS, proposes an amendment num-
bered 2090. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 30, after the matter following line 

24, insert the following: 
SEC. 125. SSN–23 SEAWOLF CLASS ATTACK SUB-

MARINE. 
(a) DELETION OF FUNDING.—Notwith-

standing any other provision of this Act, the 
total amount of the funds authorized under 
section 102(a)(3) for the Navy for fiscal year 
1996 for shipbuilding and conversion is re-
duced by $1,507,477,000. 

(b) PROHIBITION.—(1) Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this Act, funds available 
for the Department of Defense for fiscal year 
1996 and, except as provided in paragraph 
(2)(B), funds available for the Department of 
Defense for any preceding fiscal year may 
not be obligated or expended for procure-
ment of a third SSN–21 Seawolf class attack 
submarine or for advance procurement for 
such submarine. 

(2)(A) Funds available for the Department 
of Defense for fiscal year 1996 may not be 
used for paying costs incurred for termi-
nation of any contract for procurement of a 
third SSN–21 Seawolf class attack sub-
marine, including any contract for advance 
procurement of such submarine. 

(B) Only the funds available for the De-
partment of Defense for fiscal years before 
fiscal year 1996 for procurement of an SSN– 
23 Seawolf attack submarine may, to the ex-
tent provided in appropriations Act, be used 
for paying costs described in subparagraph 
(A). 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, for the 
information of my colleagues who I 
know are interested in this amend-
ment, especially my friends from Con-
necticut, the pending unanimous-con-
cept agreement is 1 hour equally di-
vided on each side, which would mean 
that, unless the Cohen amendment in-
tervenes, there would be a vote ap-
proximately 2 hours from now since I 
anticipate that there would be a time 
agreement agreed to very shortly, 
which I would like to propound as soon 
as it is agreed to. 

Mr. President, I rise today to offer an 
amendment to terminate the Seawolf 
submarine program and delete $1.6 bil-
lion included in the fiscal year 1996 na-
tional defense authorization bill for at-
tack submarine programs. 

Mr. President, before I get into de-
tails, I want to talk about why it is 
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that I oppose the Seawolf submarine. 
Mr. President, if this were the cold 
war, I would be standing here as a 
staunch advocate of the Seawolf sub-
marine. It is a technological marvel. It 
is a state-of-the-art weapons system, 
and it is perhaps one of the finest 
weapons of war that has been produced 
by the enormously capable industrial 
base of this country. 

But, Mr. President, I oppose the 
Seawolf submarine simply on the 
grounds that we are experiencing a jus-
tified decline in the defense budget. We 
are having to make very, very difficult 
decisions. This year we are authorizing 
the appropriations of funds for a very 
small number of ships, submarines, air-
planes and tanks. And we simply can-
not afford a submarine that costs al-
most $5 billion per submarine for the 
first two, and around $4 billion per sub-
marine for the third. 

Mr. President, you are going to hear 
the argument propounded on the floor 
that the Russians are ahead of the 
United States, that they are devoting 
every waking hour to developing a fast, 
quiet submarine, and that, unless we 
build the Seawolf submarine, the Rus-
sians will pass us and pose some grave 
threat to our national security. 

Mr. President, I am sure that the 
Russian Defense Minister, General 
Grachev, is having a meeting with his 
top military advisers, and he is saying 
to them: ‘‘Guys, we have a little prob-
lem in Chechnya. We have taken a few 
thousand casualties. We have spent a 
few billion rubles. Although there is a 
tenuous cease-fire, it is by no means 
clear that we are going to be through 
in Chechnya for many years. We have a 
few battalions down there in Georgia 
to take care of that situation. We have 
Russian troops everywhere around 
what we now call the ‘near abroad’ that 
used to be the Soviet Union prac-
tically, and certainly to the south and 
to the west. We have our military offi-
cers who have come back from Eastern 
Europe living in boxcars with their 
families because we cannot afford to 
build houses for them, some of them 
living in tents. Recent conscriptions 
show that less than half of those con-
scripted are even showing up, much 
less being actually inducted into the 
military. Our fleets at Sevastopol and 
Vladivostok are rusting at the pier. Re-
cent Western visitors have attested to 
that. We cannot even afford the oil re-
quired to allow them to go out on exer-
cises. But forget all of that, guys. Our 
primary concern is fast, quiet sub-
marines.’’ 

Mr. President, give me a break. Fast, 
quiet submarines are not the priority 
of the Russian military today. And I 
might say that up in room 407, the se-
cret room to which only a privileged 
few are allowed, is the CIA document 
that I would urge my colleagues to 
read that I have not read—that I have 
not read—but I know the content of, 
that raises into serious question the 
assumptions that the Russian priority 
is fast, quiet submarines. In fact, you 

do not have to go to room 407 to figure 
that out. All you have to do is read the 
newspaper to discover that the Soviet 
Union has enormous challenges as far 
as where they spend their defense dol-
lars which are, as we all know, dra-
matically declining. 

So for us to base our continued sup-
port on the Seawolf submarine on a per-
ceived threat to our national security, 
frankly flies in the face of the facts at 
hand. 

Mr. President, the amendment is 
straightforward. It prohibits expendi-
ture of any defense funds for a third 
Seawolf submarine. It eliminates the 
noncompetitive language in the Senate 
bill. Section 121 directs the allocation 
of the first new submarine contract to 
the Electric Boat shipyard and the sec-
ond contract to the Newport News 
shipyard. In short, the amendment 
seeks to terminate the Seawolf program 
without making a judgment on a fol-
low-on attack submarine program. 

In total, the amendment would delete 
$1.6 billion from the committee’s rec-
ommendation for shipbuilding. The 
fact is that, like the B–2 bomber and 
many other cold war weapons systems, 
the Seawolf submarine has little or no 
place in the military force of the fu-
ture. It is a costly relic of the long-
standing tensions between the United 
States and the former Soviet Union. 
Unfortunately, the reasoning which led 
the committee to reject additional 
funding for the B–2 bomber program 
did not extend to the committee’s ac-
tion on attack submarine programs. 
The committee chose to authorize 
funding for a third Seawolf submarine 
and to delay cost-saving competition 
for the follow-on new attack submarine 
until sometime in the next century. 

Mr. President, it is noted—it should 
be noted with interest—that we en-
tered into the deliberations of the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee bent on 
competition as to where the next sub-
marine would be built. That was be-
tween the two remaining and major 
shipbuilding corporations, and now we 
came out with no competition until 
sometime in the next century desig-
nating one submarine for one shipyard 
and designating one for another, and 
just to make sure there was proper sup-
port, of course, we threw in an amphib-
ious ship. 

After all, the Seawolf program has al-
ready cost nearly $11 billion, or more 
than $5 billion per submarine. Since 
the contracts for the first two Seawolf 
submarines were originally signed, 
their procurement costs have increased 
by $1.4 billion. The third Seawolf sub-
marine is estimated to cost more than 
$2.4 billion, slightly more than last 
year’s estimate. 

Because of these increasing costs, the 
Congress included in last year’s defense 
authorization legislation a cost cap 
procurement of the first two Seawolf 
submarines. As a result of the legisla-
tive cost cap, the Navy instituted a 
new program management team, which 
has been successful so far in containing 

the costs of these two submarines. 
Hopefully, no further taxpayer dollars 
will be required to finish them. 

However, the cost cap would not 
apply to a third submarine, if one is 
authorized, which could therefore cost 
much more than the $2.4 billion cur-
rently estimated by the Navy. 

As we know, in the past 10 years, de-
fense budgets have declined. Since 1985, 
it has declined in real terms by 35 per-
cent, and we will probably experience 
another 10-percent reduction by the 
turn of the century. 

These significant reductions have 
meant that the Pentagon has canceled 
or delayed nearly all of its force mod-
ernization programs for the future. 
And it has meant that marines de-
ployed on the U.S.S. Inchon off the 
coast of Somalia returned home to 
spend time with their families and 
friends for 10 days before being sent off 
to the coast of Haiti. 

Even with the increased resources, 
the committee was unable to begin to 
redress all of the recognized defi-
ciencies in current and future force 
structure. At the same time, the com-
mittee approved funding for the third 
Seawolf submarine, $1.5 billion, that I 
would rather see allocated to programs 
with a mission in the likely potential 
conflicts of the future. 

Those who continue to support the 
program argue that procuring a third 
submarine is necessary to counter an 
enduring submarine threat. I do not 
find that argument to be persuasive. 

As we all know, the Navy earlier this 
year published and widely distributed a 
very slick booklet advertising pro-
liferation of conventional submarines 
in Third World countries and empha-
sizing the growing number and techno-
logical sophistication of Russia’s at-
tack submarine force. Their conclu-
sion? Buy the Seawolf submarine to 
meet this growing threat. 

Mr. President, I already discussed 
earlier the problems that the Russians 
face and the disarray of their economy, 
the disarray of their society, the prob-
lems in Chechnya, et cetera. 

At a hearing this year before the 
Seapower Subcommittee, the General 
Accounting Office witness testified 
that the intelligence analysis upon 
which the Navy based its claim of a 
growing Russian submarine threat was 
incomplete and in some cases disputed 
within the intelligence community. 

At the same hearing, the Congres-
sional Research Service witness testi-
fied that a third Seawolf submarine is 
not necessary to fulfill the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff requirement for 10 to 12 
stealthy attack submarines by the year 
2012. 

Thus, military requirements do not 
support authorization of an additional 
submarine. The Armed Services Com-
mittee report flatly states that the 
Navy’s argument of an operational re-
quirement for the SSN–23 was not com-
pelling as a reason to build another 
Seawolf submarine. 

Another argument on behalf of the 
Seawolf program is the requirement to 
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maintain a two-shipyard submarine in-
dustrial base. 

I am fully aware of the portion of the 
submarine industrial base that is in my 
State of Arizona, thanks to the effi-
ciency of General Dynamics and Elec-
tric Boat. There are $62 million worth 
of contracts in the State of Arizona. I 
suspect that most Members of Congress 
have been advised in detail about the 
financial advantages to their constitu-
ents of continued nuclear submarine 
production at Electric Boat shipyard. 

Mr. President, if we continue to base 
our support for weapons systems on 
whether there are defense contracts in 
our State or congressional districts, we 
will be doing an enormous disservice to 
the American taxpayer. We no longer 
have that luxury, if we ever did. 

I believe the committee’s authoriza-
tion of $1.5 billion to complete the 
third Seawolf submarine amounts to a 
capitulation to the administration’s 
submarine industrial base arguments. 
It is clear from the committee’s expla-
nation of its recommendations to au-
thorize the third Seawolf submarine 
that cost considerations took second 
place to industrial base arguments. No 
other reasoning could explain the com-
mittee’s action. 

The Navy’s stated policy is to main-
tain the two nuclear-capable shipyards 
currently in operation in the United 
States, Newport News in Virginia and 
Electric Boat in Connecticut. Under 
this policy, Newport News would build 
only carriers, although it is capable of 
building submarines, and Electric Boat 
would build only submarines. It is not 
capable of building carriers. 

However, separate analyses by the 
Navy and by Newport News Ship-
building Co. demonstrate that main-
taining one nuclear-capable shipyard is 
cheaper than maintaining two yards. I 
am not sure how deep an analysis that 
might have required. For the period of 
fiscal year 1996 to 2012, the Navy esti-
mates savings of $1.9 billion while New-
port News estimates a savings of $5.8 
billion if we had one shipyard instead 
of two. 

Yet, the committee chose to endorse 
at least through the end of this century 
that part of the administration’s indus-
trial base policy which requires main-
taining two nuclear-capable shipyards. 

The committee explicitly directed 
that the first new attack submarine be 
built at Electric Boat, but in a depar-
ture from the administration’s policy 
then directed that the second would be 
built at Newport News. What a sur-
prise. 

The committee appeared to support 
the concept of competition for the sub-
marine’s procurement but then chose 
to delay implementing cost-saving 
competition between the two shipyards 
until sometime in the next century—I 
might add, having the beneficial effect 
of pleasing everyone involved. 

Under the committee’s recommenda-
tion, however, future competition for 
the third and later submarines will not 
necessarily result in a winner-take-all 

contract award which could mean that 
both shipyards would stay in business 
indefinitely. 

Essentially, the committee kicked 
the can down the road, granting one 
submarine contract to each shipyard 
without addressing future competition. 
The result is that the taxpayers will 
see no savings from competition until 
sometime in the next century, if at all. 

Because of this arbitrary delay in im-
posing competition for submarine pro-
curement, the committee found it nec-
essary to accept the Navy’s contention 
that building the third Seawolf sub-
marine at Electric Boat was required 
to maintain Electric Boat shipyard as 
a viable competitor in the future. 
Thus, the committee authorized $1.5 
billion for the SSN–23, an overly expen-
sive submarine for which the threat 
will not materialize in the foreseeable 
future. 

A more than adequate alternative to 
procuring a third Seawolf submarine 
and beginning the new attack sub-
marine program in fiscal year 1998 as 
planned is extending the service life of 
the existing attack submarine force. 

Currently, as of May 1, 1995, the U.S. 
attack submarine force consists of 83 
SSN’s. The Bottom-Up Review stated a 
long-term requirement for a force of 
only 45 to 55 attack submarines. In 
order to reduce the current force to the 
required levels, the Navy plans to re-
tire rather than refuel a substantial 
portion of the SSN–688 class sub-
marines. The Navy plan would mean 
scrapping submarines with an average 
of 18 years of service life remaining. 

I might add, Mr. President, that 
those ships were built with an average 
service life of 30 years. 

The cost of buying replacement sub-
marines far exceeds the cost of refuel-
ing existing submarines as well as the 
estimated savings from decommis-
sioning existing submarines. 

For example, $1.5 to $2 billion is the 
estimated cost of a new attack sub-
marine while the estimated savings 
from early decommissioning is only 
$600 to $700 million. Clearly, if the new-
est of the Navy’s SSN–688 class sub-
marines were retained in inventory 
throughout the remaining service life, 
the Bottom-Up Review requirement for 
45 to 55 attack submarines could be 
met well into the next century at a 
cost much less than the cost of buying 
the SSN–23 and buying new attack sub-
marines on an noncompetitive basis. 

Terminating the Seawolf program and 
deferring a decision on a follow-on at-
tack submarine program would provide 
needed time to reassess the need for 
and the design of a follow-on program. 
Such a decision, however, requires that 
we clearly face the stark reality of de-
clining defense budgets and the future 
budgets which require tough decisions 
about sustaining duplicative infra-
structure at a cost of billions of dol-
lars. 

The fact is that there are currently 
two nuclear-capable shipyards in the 
United States, Electric Boat and New-

port News. How much of our scarce de-
fense dollars are we willing to spend to 
maintain two shipyards capable of pro-
ducing nuclear-powered submarines at 
$4 to $5 billion a copy? The price is 
very steep. 

Mr. President, I yield at this time to 
the distinguished chairman, who I 
think is ready to propound a unani-
mous-consent request. 

Mr. THURMOND. I wish to thank the 
able Senator from Arizona. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that there now 
be a total of 2 hours of debate prior to 
a motion to table on an amendment to 
be offered by Senators MCCAIN, ROTH, 
FEINGOLD, and GRAMS regarding the 
Seawolf submarine, with the time 
equally divided between Senators 
MCCAIN and COHEN; I further ask that 
no second-degree amendments be in 
order prior to a vote on a motion to 
table, and that upon expiration or 
yielding back of time the Senate pro-
ceed to a vote on or in relation to the 
McCain amendment. 

Mr. COHEN. Reserving the right to 
object. 

Mr. President, could we also indicate 
that the time that has been consumed 
to this point also be included in that 2- 
hour period? 

Mr. THURMOND. That is correct, Mr. 
President, the statement made by the 
able Senator from Maine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. THURMOND. I ask unanimous 
consent that upon disposition of the 
first McCain amendment, Senator 
MCCAIN be recognized to offer an 
amendment regarding Seawolf cost cap 
and immediately after the clerk re-
ports that amendment Senator DODD 
be recognized to offer a relevant sec-
ond-degree amendment and that there 
be a total of 10 minutes of debate 
equally divided in the usual form on 
both amendments. I further ask unani-
mous consent that upon the expiration 
or yielding back of the time on the sec-
ond amendment, the Senate proceed to 
a vote on or in relation to the Dodd 
amendment, followed immediately by a 
vote on or in relation to the McCain 
amendment, as amended, if amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. THURMOND. Thank you. 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, how 

much time do I have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Forty- 

two minutes. 
Mr. McCAIN. Thank you, Mr. Presi-

dent. 
I yield myself such time as I may 

consume. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President in their 

ongoing efforts to convince the Con-
gress to spend another $1.5 billion on a 
militarily unnecessary program 
Seawolf proponents argue that so much 
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money has already been spent on the 
third Seawolf that it would be foolish 
to terminate the program now. They 
argue that terminating the third sub-
marine would save only $315 to $615 
million. 

Mr. President, never once in the 12 
years that I have been in Congress have 
the proponents of a program that was 
up for cancellation not argue that it 
was more expensive to cancel a pro-
gram that it was to keep it alive. I 
guess going back to that old Vietnam 
philosophy we had to destroy it in 
order to save it. 

Mr. President, even if the savings are 
only $615 million, that is still a lot of 
money to most Americans. However, I 
must point out that a careful look at 
the facts shows that these claims are, 
at best, misleading. 

CBO estimates that savings from ter-
minating the Seawolf submarine could 
amount to between $1.1 and $1.3 billion. 
In a May 15, 1995 letter report, CBO 
concluded that: ‘‘Canceling the third 
Seawolf would save about $1.5 billion in 
fiscal year 1996, minus $500 million in 
potential expenses over the next 5 
years.’’ 

In an updated July 28 letter report, 
CBO refined their estimate of the po-
tential expenses to be in the range of 
$300 to $500 million. 

CBO concluded that ‘‘the net savings 
from canceling the SSN–23 could 
amount to between $1.1 and $1.3 
billion * * * . ’’ 

Now, I am sure those that run the 
shipyards would strongly contest those 
figures. I would rather rely on the Con-
gressional Budget Office, an organiza-
tion that clearly has much less at 
stake than the respective shipyards. 

Obviously, in claiming that termi-
nating the third Seawolf would result 
in little or no savings, the submarine’s 
supporters use inflated figures. Let me 
explain some of the fallacies of their 
statements. 

A document being circulated on Cap-
itol Hill asserts that termination costs 
allegedly using a Navy estimate are 
$500 million to $800 million. The facts 
do not support this assertion. 

In a June 8 response to my questions 
about the Seawolf program, the Navy 
stated: ‘‘If work were to be stopped 
today on SSN 23 the total additional li-
ability beyond the $438 million ex-
pended would be $215 to $290 million.’’ 
That is $285 to $510 million less than 
the contractor claims. It is also a sig-
nificant amount of termination liabil-
ity for less than $900 million in existing 
contracts. And the Navy admits that 
the amount of termination liability is 
entirely negotiable. 

In addition, $484.6 million of prior 
year appropriations for the Seawolf 
submarine remained unexpended as of 
June 8, according to the Navy. Termi-
nation costs could be paid out of these 
unspent funds, saving even more 
money for the taxpayers. 

The Navy estimates the impact of 
terminating the Seawolf would have a 
cost impact on existing and future con-

tracts at Electric Boat shipyard, total-
ing $700 million to $1 billion. These es-
timates include some very question-
able assumptions. 

CBO notes a significant area of dif-
ference in their estimates and the 
Navy’s, since the Navy included $130 
million to $340 million for anticipated 
increased overhead on future contracts 
at Electric Boat. CBO did not include 
these costs in their estimate because 
their amounts and even whether they 
will be incurred at all depend on future 
decisions of the administration and the 
Congress. 

Nor did CBO include the Navy’s 
claims to other potential costs in the 
hundreds of millions of dollars for un-
specified future claims. In their own 
estimates, the Navy has been unable to 
attach any estimated dollar amount to 
these potential claims for such things 
as environmental cleanup, severance 
pay, and depreciation. 

The total estimated cost of the third 
Seawolf submarine is $2.4 billion, in-
cluding more than $900 million already 
appropriated. The question we need to 
ask is, what are the sunk costs in that 
submarine today? 

$438 million of prior year appropria-
tions have already been spent and can-
not be recovered. 

Using the Navy’s own estimates, an 
additional $420 to $650 million would 
have to be spent to pay contract termi-
nation costs and increased overhead ex-
penses on other existing contracts at 
Electric Boat. 

Adding these two amounts together 
results in approximately $850 million 
to $1.1 billion in total funding required 
if the third Seawolf were terminated 
today. That’s $1.3 to $1.6 billion less 
than the estimated cost of the sub-
marine. Or, in other words, that’s $1.3 
to $1.6 billion in savings for the Amer-
ican taxpayer. 

In my view and in the view of our 
highest ranking military officers, the 
priorities for U.S. defense spending are 
near-term readiness, quality of life for 
our military personnel and their fami-
lies, and future force modernization to 
meet the likely challenges of the fu-
ture. In my discussions with these offi-
cers, they say emphatically that stra-
tegic lift, tactical air forces, amphib-
ious forces, and advanced conventional 
munitions procurement are the types 
of programs most urgently required to 
adequately equip our forces. The 
Seawolf submarine is not mentioned. 

There is no question that the Seawolf 
submarine is a technological marvel. 
Everyone associated with its develop-
ment, design, and construction should 
be rightfully proud of this stellar ex-
ample of American skill and ingenuity. 
The Seawolf program must be reviewed 
in the context of funding high-priority 
military requirements with a seriously 
inadequate defense budget. 

The debate over the Seawolf program 
is not about the merits of a weapons 
system, rather, it is about priorities. 
All of us want to ensure that our mili-
tary forces have the best equipment 

and are the best prepared to deal with 
the potential threats of the future. For 
all the reasons discussed above, par-
ticularly the declining defense budget, 
we simply cannot afford to buy another 
Seawolf submarine. 

I cannot support spending another 
$1.5 billion on a militarily unnecessary 
jobs program. I cannot support pro-
curement of a noncompetitive follow- 
on submarine when our existing sub-
marine force remains capable and can 
be maintained into the next century. 

Therefore, I urge my colleagues to 
support my amendment to strike fund-
ing for the third Seawolf submarine. 

Mr. President, I have several letters 
here. Citizens Against Government 
Waste says: 

The Seawolf program is a Cold War relic de-
signed to meet a threat that no longer ex-
ists. Russia can not afford to maintain its 
submarine fleet and at our current naval 
level, the U.S. is well defended on the seas 
against any potential threat of the future. 
Adding a third Seawolf adds little to de-
fense— 

The only convincing argument: It is 
a great jobs program— 

while taking much-needed resources from 
other necessary defense programs. . .. We ap-
plaud you for introducing this amendment 
and encourage your colleagues to support 
this amendment. 

Mr. President, the National Tax-
payers Union says: 

If members of Congress are truly serious 
about balancing the budget, they must re-
frain from setting costly precedents by con-
tinuing to fund unnecessary and outdated 
programs. . .. Today, our nation faces a far 
more destructive threat—a national debt 
racing toward $5 trillion. Winning this war 
requires a different kind of weapon—fiscal 
discipline. 

Congress should consider scrapping the 
Seawolf entirely. 

That is from the National Taxpayers 
Union. 

And from the Citizens for a Sound 
Economy: 

On behalf of Citizens for a Sound Economy 
and our 250,000 members nationwide. . .. At a 
time when all Federal spending is under-
going increased congressional scrutiny, the 
Department of Defense like other federal 
agencies, must find ways to get spending 
under control. . .. 

Congress should not approve the Navy’s re-
quest for $1.5 billion to start building a third 
Seawolf submarine. That’s $1.5 billion that 
could be put to better use by taxpayers 
themselves. 

And, finally, Mr. President, from the 
Council for a Livable World. 

. . .. we believe it to be unconscionable to 
spend $1.5 billion for white elephants that 
would have no other mission than to serve as 
floating museum pieces. 

I am not sure I agree with that last 
comment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that several documents related to 
this subject be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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COUNCIL FOR CITIZENS 

AGAINST GOVERNMENT WASTE, 
Washington, DC, July 28, 1995. 

Hon. JOHN MCCAIN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCAIN: The Council for 
Citizens Against Government Waste 
(CCAGW) supports your amendment to the 
Department of Defense (DoD) Authorization 
canceling the third Seawolf submarine (SSN– 
23), saving taxpayers nearly $1.5 billion over 
the next five years. 

The Seawolf program is a Cold War relic 
designed to meet a threat that no longer ex-
ists. Russia can not afford to maintain its 
submarine fleet and at our current naval 
level, the U.S. is well defended on the seas 
against any potential threat of the future. 
Adding a third Seawolf adds little to defense, 
while taking much-needed resources from 
other necessary defense programs. 

When the next phase in the submarine pro-
gram, the New Attack Submarine, begins 
construction in 1998, there will be a shipyard 
fully prepared to begin construction, most 
likely at a cheaper cost. Why add the unnec-
essary burden of building an archaic third 
submarine as we are preparing to move into 
a new phase of naval defense? Advocates of 
the third Seawold muster only one con-
vincing argument: It’s a great jobs program. 

This Congress’ mission must be to reevalu-
ate how all taxpayer money is spent. When 
looking at the changes the Navy is making 
in its submarine defenses, we cannot con-
tinue to fund outdated programs like 
Seawolf, leaving other programs more vul-
nerable to the budget ax! We applaud you for 
introducing this amendment and encourage 
your colleagues to support this amendment. 

Sincerely, 
TOM SCHATZ, 

President. 
JOE WINKELMANN, 

Chief Lobbyist. 

NATIONAL TAXPAYERS UNION, 
Washington, DC, July 31, 1995. 

Attn: Defense LA 
DEAR SENATOR: The 300,000-member Na-

tional Taxpayers Union is pleased to support 
Senator McCain’s amendment to the FY 96 
Defense Authorization bill which would 
eliminate $1.5 billion to procure a third 
Seawolf submarine. 

Seawolf continues to be plagued by numer-
ous problems: it is behind schedule and has 
incurred cost overruns. Already, $1.4 billion 
more has been spent over the original esti-
mate, costing taxpayers a total of nearly $11 
billion, or more than $5 billion per sub-
marine. The third Seawolf estimate to cost 
more than $2.4 billion, slightly more than 
last year’s estimate. A third submarine, 
however, would be exempt from the cost cap 
that applied to the first two, which could 
drastically increase its price tag. If members 
of Congress are truly serious about balancing 
the budget, they must refrain from setting 
costly precedents by continuing to fund un-
necessary and outdated programs. 

In the very year when Congress has 
pledged to make progress towards balancing 
the budget, some lawmakers would pull this 
policy in the wrong direction. The Cold War 
has ended, and with it the submarine threat 
that endangered the Seawolf program. 
Today, our nation faces a far more destruc-
tive threat—a national debt racing towards 
$5 trillion. Winning this war requires a dif-
ferent kind of weapon—fiscal discipline. 

Congress should considers scrapping 
Seawolf entirely. At the very least, however, 
members should reject any additional sub-
sidies for this relic of a bygone era. They can 

reaffirm their commitment by voting YES 
on the McCain Amendment. 

Sincerely, 
JILL LANCELOT, 

Director, Congressional Affairs. 

CITIZENS FOR A SOUND ECONOMY, 
Washington, DC, June 27, 1995. 

Senator JOHN MCCAIN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCAIN: On behalf of Citi-
zens for a Sound Economy and our 250,000 
members nationwide, I would like to extend 
support for your proposed deletion of $1.5 bil-
lion in funding for the Navy’s third Seawolf 
submarine. At a time when all federal spend-
ing is undergoing increased congressional 
scrutiny, the Department of Defense, like 
other federal agencies, must find ways to get 
spending under control. 

The United States’ Seawolf submarine pro-
gram was a Cold War undertaking to make 
the best submarine force in the world even 
better. However, given the fall of the Soviet 
Union, and the weakened Russian economy, 
a third Seawolf submarine (and its $4 billion 
plus price tag) no longer can be justified. 
Recognizing the need to prioritize tight de-
fense dollars, President Bush tried unsuc-
cessfully in 1992 to stop the Seawolf program 
after the completion of one submarine. In to-
day’s fiscal climate, the case against a third 
submarine is even more compelling. 

Moreover, in terms of time and cost, the 
Seawolf program is indicative of too many 
major defense programs—it has been marked 
by schedule delays and cost overruns. In 
fact, by the time Congress capped the spend-
ing level on the first Seawolf submarines at 
$4.759 billion just last year, the program al-
ready had cost $2 billion more than origi-
nally anticipated. 

Congress should not approve the Navy’s re-
quest for $1.5 billion to start building a third 
Seawolf submarine. That’s $1.5 billion that 
could be put to better use by taxpayers 
themselves. 

Sincerely, 
PAUL BECKNER, 

President. 

Washington, DC, July 27, 1995. 
SUPPORT AMENDMENT TO CANCEL THIRD 

SEAWOLF 
DEAR SENATOR: We urge you to support the 

amendment by Senator McCain to prohibit 
funding for the third Seawolf submarine. 

The Congress is working hard to fulfill its 
commitment to reduce government waste. 
The Seawolf submarine, conceived over a 
decade ago to counter a specific Soviet 
threat, lacks a mission and should be cut. 

The program has been plagued by repeated 
cost increases and scheduled delays. Last 
year Congress voted to cap the cost of the 
first two submarines at $4.759 billion. How-
ever, finishing the third Seawolf will require 
at least an additional $1.5 billion and will 
push the current estimate for the total pro-
gram cost to over $12.9 billion, or $4.3 billion 
each. 

It is widely acknowledged that the case for 
building the third Seawolf is founded en-
tirely on ‘‘industrial base’’ arguments. How-
ever, many of the skills associated with sub-
marine production would be maintained in 
other industries and submarine-unique skills 
would be maintained through ongoing sub-
marine maintenance and repair activities. 

It is our judgment that Congress should re-
sist pressure to continue this funding simply 
to preserve jobs. We understand the concerns 
and fears of the people of Connecticut and 
Rhode Island. We strongly support assisting 
the people and the communities affected by 
the program termination in their adjustment 

to a difficult situation. However, at the same 
time, we believe it to be unconscionable to 
spend $1.5 billion for white elephants that 
would have no other mission than to serve as 
floating museum pieces. There are too many 
other desperate needs in this society—to say 
nothing of a federal budget deficit of $250 bil-
lion—to build this cold war relic. 

Funding a missionless Seawolf is a waste 
of national resources. We urge you to sup-
port the McCain amendment to end this pro-
gram. 

Sincerely, 
Jim Matlack, American Friends Service 

Committee; Darryl Fagin, Americans 
for Democratic Action; Timothy 
McElwee, Church of the Brethren, 
Washington Office; John Parachini, 
Committee for National Security; John 
Isaacs, Council for a Livable World; Joe 
Volk, Friends Committee on National 
Legislation; Maurice Paprin, Fund for 
New Priorities in America; Kay van der 
Horst, International Center for Tech-
nology Assessment; J. Daryl Byler, 
Mennonite Central Committee, Wash-
ington Office; Howard Hallman, Meth-
odists United for Peace with Justice; 
Christopher Paine, Natural Resources 
Defense Council; Kathy Thornton, 
NETWORK: A National Catholic Social 
Justice Lobby; 

Monica Green, Peace Action; Bob Musil, 
Physicians for Social Responsibility; 
Caleb Rossiter, Project on Demili-
tarization and Democracy; Robin 
Caiola, 20/20 Vision, National Project; 
Jennifer Weeks, Union of Concerned 
Scientists; Robert Alpern, Unitarian 
Universalist Association; George 
Crossman, United Church of Christ, Of-
fice for Church in Society; Jerry 
Genesio, Veterans for Peace; Edith 
Villastrigo, Women Strike for Peace; 
Susan Shaer, Women’s Action for New 
Directions; Tim Barner, World Fed-
eralist Association. 

[From the New York Times, July 30, 1995] 
QUIETNESS ARGUMENT FOR SUB WON’T WASH 
To the Editor: I have a lot of respect for 

Secretary of the Navy John Dalton; I hate to 
see him fall prey to the sharks who are try-
ing to justify the spending of $1.5 billion for 
the third Seawolf submarine (letter, July 24). 

Although I disagree with almost every-
thing in his letter, I would like to focus on 
his assertion that ‘‘the quietest submarines 
in the world today are operated by the Rus-
sians.’’ 

This allegation is like the ‘‘missile gap’’ or 
the ‘‘bomber gap’’ or the ‘‘readiness gap.’’ 
When these were scrutinized, it was found 
they did not exist. Their sole purpose was to 
justify unwarranted defense spending. Does 
this ‘‘quietness gap’’ exist? 

There are two aspects to quieting a sub-
marine. The first takes place when the sub-
marine is built. To say that our submarines 
are not built as well as Russian submarines 
condemns the very shipyard we are trying to 
keep operating. 

The second aspect of quieting is in the op-
eration of the ship. Is Secretary Dalton tell-
ing us that the crews of our submarines are 
not as well trained or as competent as the 
Russians? 

I never met a submarine officer who did 
not think our submarines were the best in 
the world—by far. I am sorry to see this 
proud group stoop to chicanery to justify an 
unnecessary weapon. 

JOHN J. SHANAHAN. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I reserve 
the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 
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Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, how 

much time does the Senator from 
Rhode Island wish to have? 

Mr. PELL. Five minutes. 
Mr. COHEN. I yield 5 minutes to the 

Senator from Rhode Island. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode Island is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I rise today 
in strong opposition to the amendment 
offered by my colleague from Arizona, 
Mr. MCCAIN. 

The Fiscal Year 1992 Defense Author-
ization Act authorized a third Seawolf 
submarine, commonly referred to as 
SSN–23. In 1992, Public Law 102–298 ap-
propriated $540.2 million for advance 
procurement of critical long-lead items 
for SSN–23. Subsequent to this action, 
roughly another $400 million has been 
appropriated and spent on SSN–23 thus 
far, for a total of $920 million. 

This amendment, which would de-
authorize funding required for the com-
pletion of SSN–23, is opposed by the ad-
ministration, is inconsistent with pre-
vious congressional action, and con-
tradicts the findings of the Bottum-Up 
Review, the elaborate defense posture 
plan prepared by the Department of 
Defense as the blueprint for future 
weapon acquisition. In the Bottom-Up 
Review, the administration concluded 
that construction for the third Seawolf 
is the best, most cost-effective way to 
preserve the submarine industrial base. 
After much sober thought, numerous 
elaborate studies, and several thorough 
debates in this Chamber, the Depart-
ment of Defense has concluded that 
completion of the third submarine 
would bridge the gap until we begin 
construction of the new attack sub-
marine in fiscal year 1998. 

Sustained, low-rate production is the 
most effective way to preserve the 
technology, design, and unique skills 
necessary to maintain our submarine 
industrial base. If a production gap oc-
curs, the Navy has determined, and 
many observers concur, that the highly 
specialized submarine vendor base, 
consisting of over 1,000 firms in more 
than 40 States, will be jeopardized. 

Mr. President, in addition to pre-
serving unique skills and technology, 
completing the SSN–23 makes eco-
nomic sense. In a recent letter to 
Chairman THURMOND, the Secretary of 
Defense and the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, John Shalikashvili, 
state: 

Completing SSN–23 is right for the tax-
payer and right for our defense needs. The 
cost to complete SSN–23 is $1.5 billion. If 
SSN–23 were canceled, between $700 million 
to $1 billion in direct costs will still be in-
curred to existing contracts and to the New 
Attack Submarine program without acquir-
ing a submarine. Thus, the net cost of build-
ing SSN–23 at this point in the program is 
approximately $500 million to $800 million. 

Moreover, completing the SSN–23 
also makes sense from a security view-
point. In the same letter mentioned 
above, Secretary Perry and General 
Shalikashvili state that ‘‘cancellation 
would deprive our Armed Forces of a 

needed military capability to counter 
the growing number of deployed im-
proved Akula class submarines which 
are quieter than our improved 688 at-
tack submarines.’’ 

Mr. President, SSN–23 is a necessary 
bridge for the entire submarine indus-
try to be able to produce the more af-
fordable and technologically advanced 
new attack submarine. The DOD’s 
plan, as approved by the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, is the only plan which 
will preserve this critical industrial 
base as well as permit long-term com-
petition in the submarine industry. 
Furthermore, this plan will assist in 
our national strategy to maintain our 
margin of undersea superiority, a truly 
critical area. 

The Senate has, on several occasions, 
thoroughly debated and voted on this 
matter. And each year, the Senate de-
cided to continue this program for the 
reasons I stated above. 

It would seem to me irrational and 
imprudent to cancel a program which 
would cost less to complete than to 
eliminate. It does not make sense from 
either a fiscal or national security 
viewpoint. The administration and the 
DOD strongly oppose this amendment, 
and I urge my colleagues to reject it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter I mentioned above 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, DC, June 19, 1995. 

Hon. STROM THURMOND, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, U.S. 

Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The submarine fund-

ing decisions now before Congress are pivotal 
to maintaining our margin of undersea supe-
riority and capability to design and produce 
nuclear submarines efficiently. The Depart-
ment’s plan maintains both these national 
objectives by building a final SEAWOLF in 
FY 1996 and a lead New Attack Submarine in 
FY 1998. This approach is the lowest cost 
plan to counter real world threats while 
shifting to a more affordable and capable 
submarine. 

Completing SSN–23 is right for the tax-
payer and right for our defense needs. The 
cost to complete SSN–23 is $1.5 billion. If 
SSN–23 is canceled, between $700 to $1,000 
million in direct costs will still be incurred 
to existing contracts and to the New Attack 
Submarine program without acquiring a sub-
marine. Thus, the net cost of building SSN– 
23 at this point in the program is approxi-
mately $500 to $800 million. Cancellation 
would deprive our Armed Forces of a needed 
military capability to counter the growing 
number of deployed improved Akula class 
submarines which are quieter than our im-
proved 688 attack submarines. 

The House National Security Committee in 
its bill supported submarine modernization 
by endorsing the national commitment to 
preserve two nuclear capable shipbuilders 
and by providing full funding for the contin-
ued development and advance procurement 
for a FY 1998 attack submarine. The Depart-
ment appreciates HNSC’s support in this as-
pect. 

On the other hand, we take exception to 
the proposed HNSC alternative industrial 
bridge plan. This plan spends nearly $1 bil-
lion to avoid building SSN–23 and to build a 

technology demonstrator submarine in place 
of a needed operational New Attack Sub-
marine. The House plan poses execution 
problems in that it is under-funded and cre-
ates significant future financial liability. 
Moreover, it causes SSN–21 and SSN–22 to be 
one-of-a-kind submarines which would drive 
up construction, operating, and support 
costs. 

We believe the Department’s plan merits 
the full support of Congress. It is the most 
straightforward and lowest cost approach to 
sustaining attack submarine force level re-
quirements, while preserving two nuclear ca-
pable shipbuilders to provide the option for 
competition. 

We ask your support for this very impor-
tant program. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN M. SHALIKASHVILI, 

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
WILLIAM J. PERRY, 

Secretary of Defense. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. COHEN. I yield 10 minutes to the 
Senator from Connecticut. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut is recognized for 
10 minutes. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair. 
PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, 
first, I ask unanimous consent that Ed-
ward Foster, a legis fellow in my office, 
be given the privilege of the floor for 
the duration of the debate on S. 1026. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, it 
has been used on many occasions be-
fore, but in the famous words of Yogi 
Berra, ‘‘It is deja vu all over again,’’ 
with regard to the Seawolf. I rise in op-
position to the amendment of my 
friend from Arizona which would ter-
minate the SSN–23, the third and final 
Seawolf nuclear attack submarine. 

I am going to make three points in 
opposition to the amendment. The first 
is that in finishing the Seawolf sub-
marine, we are not just involved in a 
make-work project. It will produce a 
submarine that will be of military 
value immediately and, in fact, will be 
the best nuclear attack submarine in 
the world and will help us close what I 
will call a submarine gap that has 
opened up between Russia and the 
United States in favor of Russia. 

Second, I will argue that the con-
struction or the finishing of the third 
Seawolf is part of a carefully designed 
plan by the Pentagon to lead us to the 
construction of the new attack sub-
marine, a smaller version of the 
Seawolf, smaller and less expensive. 

Mr. President, no one seems to dis-
agree with the contention that we need 
to build more submarines for our na-
tional security in the future as the 
older attack submarines live out their 
lifespan. What we are seeing in opposi-
tion to this amendment is that the best 
way to get to the next stage, which we 
all seem to agree on, is to complete the 
Seawolf submarine, the SSN–23, and to 
preserve the military-industrial base 
that is necessary to get to the new at-
tack submarine and to create competi-
tion in building that submarine. 
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And finally, just as a matter of busi-

ness common sense, we have spent al-
most a billion dollars on the third 
Seawolf already. It does not make sense 
not to complete it. 

Mr. President, let me go to the first 
argument. We are not debating produc-
tion of a weapon which has no use or 
which no one wants. On the contrary. 
Everyone, and I stress everyone, in-
volved in the national security of our 
Government has spoken out loudly and 
clearly that they want this submarine 
to be produced and that the Navy needs 
it for its military value, not just be-
cause it enables us to produce the next 
generation of attack submarines at a 
lower price into the next century. 

So let us not be confused as to what 
is fat and what is muscle in the defense 
budget that we are debating today. The 
President asked Congress to authorize 
this submarine, it is part of his budget 
and part of the plan which the Depart-
ment of the Navy has laid out for ship-
building into the next century. 

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, General Shalikashvili, has told 
us why we need this submarine. He has 
said: 

Cancellation would deprive our Armed 
Forces of a needed military capability to 
counter the growing number of deployed im-
proved Akula-class submarines—Russian 
subs—which are quieter than our improved 
688 attack submarine. 

And the quietness of a submarine is 
critical to its effectiveness. 

Mr. President, I will speak more 
about that in a moment. 

The Secretary of Defense, continuing 
our national security administration, 
has urged us to stay with the Navy 
plan and to authorize the SSN–23. Sec-
retary Perry has said: 

We believe the Department’s plan merits 
the full support of Congress. It is the most 
straightforward and lowest-cost approach to 
sustaining attack submarine force level re-
quirements. 

Secretary of the Navy Dalton and 
Chief of Naval Operations Admiral 
Boorda have spent numerous hours tes-
tifying before congressional commit-
tees and meeting with individual Mem-
bers of Congress to explain why they 
are convinced that the Seawolf is essen-
tial to our future security. 

Secretary Dalton has said: 
The builders of this submarine * * * are a 

national treasure in knowledge and 
skills * * *. We are gambling with a national 
treasure if we do not take steps to preserve 
it. 

And Admiral Boorda, the top 
warfighter in the Navy today, says: 

The Seawolf class submarine will ensure 
continued undersea superiority, a position 
the United States cannot give up. 

Mr. President, I note also that as you 
listen to the best thinkers when they 
talk about the future of warfare and se-
curity citing particularly the techno-
logical revolution that is occurring in 
warfare, the submarine will play an in-
creasingly central role because of its 
stealth, which is to say obviously that 
it is hard to detect at its best. It is 

under water, and because of the enor-
mous range of capacities it has, not 
only to perform the traditional attack 
submarine function of hitting targets 
in the water or under the water, but 
being able to fire cruise missiles from 
standoff positions unseen at targets on 
the land, as was done in the gulf war, 
being able to perform intelligence mis-
sions, being able to drop special forces 
into difficult situations, being able to 
move in shallow water and, in fact, 
being able to perform intelligence func-
tions with very sophisticated technical 
equipment from a standoff, safe posi-
tion. 

Mr. President, there are many times 
on military authorizations when the 
Congress substitutes its judgment for 
that of the administration which is in 
power. I believe, however, that this is 
one time when we ought to listen care-
fully to the military experts and give 
them, as we always should, the benefit 
of the doubt. 

The Armed Services Committee of 
this Senate spent many hours in hear-
ings earlier this year seeking the views 
of those experts, and we all listened 
with care. And it is with some satisfac-
tion that I note the strong support 
which the completion of the third 
Seawolf, after hearing all that testi-
mony, received from members of the 
committee. The SSN–23 is necessary 
and essential because it has military 
value and meets valid military require-
ments. 

Some have said that this submarine 
will serve no purpose, that there is no 
need or threat. I respectfully say that 
these allegations are wrong. We know 
that Russia, no matter what else has 
happened to its military apparatus, has 
continued to produce nuclear attack 
submarines after the end of the cold 
war. We know, as well, that these sub-
marines are quieter than their prede-
cessors—some because of better designs 
in their production and others because 
of backfitting of newer and quieting 
technologies. These submarines which 
Russia is putting to sea today are 
quieter than most of our existing fleet 
of attack submarines. For the first 
time in the history of undersea war-
fare, the United States does not have a 
qualitative edge over its potential ad-
versaries in the stealth of the sub-
marines which are taking our young 
sailors to sea to protect our national 
security. That is a fact, I would guess, 
that most persons are not aware of, but 
it is one that each of us must be unset-
tled by. 

Mr. President, I know it is 
counterintuitive because the general 
impression is that the Russian military 
is falling apart. But they have made a 
conscious decision, no matter what else 
is happening in their military, to in-
vest in attack submarines. I think we 
should take a look at their reasoning 
and think about it as we plan our na-
tional security in the future. 

Listen to the words of the Russian 
Defense Minister, Gen. Pavel Grachev, 
who said a couple of years ago, June 8, 
1993: 

A nuclear submarine fleet is the future of 
the armed forces. The number of tanks and 
guns will be reduced, as well as the infantry, 
but a modern navy is a totally different 
thing. 

The underlying reality today is that 
the Russian political and military 
leadership has decided that they want 
to keep Russia a global military power. 
To do so, they have scaled down much 
of their military capacity and pro-
gramming, but there are several key 
components critical to remaining a 
global military power, and at the top of 
that list—particularly when it comes 
to strategic weapons but also the at-
tack submarine function—is sub-
marines. 

Much is made of the fact that the 
Russian surface ships are seen sitting 
in piers rusting, with no crews, under-
trained crews, or rebellious and dissat-
isfied crews. But nobody has made 
those assertions about the Russian sub-
marine forces because they are just not 
true. We know that Russia has in the 
water today about six submarines with 
fourth generation quieting technology. 
These improved Akula-class subs which 
are in the water today are quieter at 
tactical operating speeds that the best 
American submarines currently in our 
inventory cannot match. 

Further, we know that the Russian 
Navy has under construction and will 
launch in the next year or so the lead 
ship of a new class of submarines which 
will be even quieter than the Akula, 
better armed and with improved sen-
sors. The lead ship has been named the 
Severodvinsk, the first true multimis-
sion submarine in the Russian inven-
tory. These are all facts that are gen-
erally agreed upon by the entire U.S. 
intelligence community. 

There is also no disagreement within 
the intelligence community that the 
Russian Navy is returning to sub-
marine operating patterns last seen in 
the mid-1990’s. We are observing once 
again deployments of a submarine 
force capable of worldwide operations— 
and this includes renewed operations in 
the Western Atlantic. 

Thus, my view—and I believe the 
view of the senior military leadership 
in this country—is that there is a real 
threat which must be addressed and 
this Seawolf addresses it quite well. In 
short, there is a valid military require-
ment for SSN–23. 

The Joint Staff examined submarine 
force level requirements necessary to 
support the Bottom-Up Review and 
concluded that the U.S. Navy needs 10 
to 12 Seawolf-quiet submarines by the 
year 2012. Since the Russian Navy has 6 
fourth-generation-quiet submarines in 
the water today which are quieter than 
our 688I submarines with more under 
construction, the United States mili-
tary needs to establish a stable low 
rate of production of submarines with 
Seawolf-level quieting. The Navy view 
is that completion of the SSN–23 is the 
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most critical and timely contribution 
to achieving this essential warfighting 
capability. 

The bottom line then in my view, 
after having questioned every witness 
who came before the Army Services 
Committee on this subject this year, is 
NOT that SSN–23 would be militarily 
helpful as one analyst asserted, but 
that it is essential to meeting valid 
military requirements. 

Fourth, completing the third Seawolf 
is part of a plan which has been care-
fully developed by the Navy to ensure 
that this country can regain the tac-
tical superiority it needs in undersea 
warfare and that we can maintain a na-
tional treasure, to use Admiral 
Boorda’s description—the submarine 
industrial base in its broadest sense, in 
its entirety—which we will need in the 
future. And we should note, that future 
is not very far off as I have already 
demonstrated. 

Some critics try to argue that the 
Navy’s plan—building SSN–23 and then 
a new attack submarine which will be 
more affordable and more focused on 
the threats of the 21st century—is not 
well thought-out or based on analysis. 
These charges are flat wrong. In the 
past 3 years, there have been some 14 
different studies which have examined 
the submarine industrial base. The 
consensus of these studies has been 
that the most cost-effective approach 
to sustaining our ability to design and 
build nuclear submarines is through 
low-rate production of submarines. One 
does not learn or create the skills nec-
essary to build these highly sophisti-
cated ships and their many unique 
components in a short period of time. 
If this industrial base is shut down, as 
we will risk if SSN–23 is not author-
ized, the costs of regenerating these es-
sential skills will be prhibitive—if in 
fact they can be regenerated. 

Let me turn then to a point which is 
often made when considering this sub-
ject and which does a disservice to this 
debate and to this body. Some people 
try to describe the third Seawolf as a 
jobs program—an attempt to keep peo-
ple working in spite of the fact that 
there is no sense to the program any-
more. Obviously, each of us in our own 
way wants to preserve jobs in our own 
State, and I, no less than any of our 
colleagues. But the fact is that even if 
this third Seawolf is built—as I believe 
it should and will be—the level of em-
ployment at Electric Boat in Con-
necticut and Rhode Island will go from 
a high of some 23,000 5 years ago to less 
than 14,000 by the end of this year and 
some 6,000 by the year 2000. That means 
some 17,000 workers at Electric Boat 
have or are going to lose their jobs as 
part of the effort to maintain our abil-
ity to build submarines into the next 
century. 

The managers at Electric Boat do not 
have any allusions that the cold war 
still exists. They have been actively re-
engineering and downsizing for a num-
ber of years to ensure that their com-
pany—a company with a long and 

proud history of submarine construc-
tion, a company made up of skilled and 
dedicated workers who don’t get rich 
doing the work they do, but do take 
great pride in producing the world’s 
finest submarines to protect our way of 
life—can continue to make submarines 
in the next century. 

Those who might claim that the 
Seawolf is just a jobs program for two 
northeastern States—or that the Navy 
plan is submarines for everyone—are 
wrong and their observations are a dis-
service to the broader issues involved 
here, and an offense to the people 
whose jobs are going to be lost, even 
with the building of the third Seawolf. 

Mr. President, we have been here be-
fore on this issue. But, I believe the 
issues I have raised today are more rel-
evant and more important than ever 
before. The cold war is over—no one 
who supports the Seawolf believes oth-
erwise. But that does not mean that 
this incredible submarine—the first of 
which has already been christened and 
is in the water at Groton today—is not 
militarily necessary and vital to our 
national security. 

This has not been a perfect program. 
What weapons system ever is? For that 
matter, when was the last time an 
automobile was designed and produced 
without some problems? But the pro-
gram is on a sound footing today. It 
will produce a submarine which has 
been requested by the President and 
the Department of Defense and will 
meet a valid military requirement. 
This issue has been studied at length 
by the Armed Services Committee 
under the leadership of Senator THUR-
MOND and, in particular, in the 
Seapower Subcommittee under the 
probing and thoughtful leadership of 
its chairman, Senator COHEN. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Armed Services Committee position on 
this issue and to vote to authorize and 
complete construction of the third 
Seawolf. I will vote against the amend-
ment by my colleague from Arizona 
and urge all Senators to do the same. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, shortly, 
I believe there will be an agreement on 
the Nunn-Cohen amendment which was 
set aside for the purpose of this amend-
ment, and we will return to it. 

I would like to inform my colleagues 
that the distinguished chairman of the 
committee is ready to propound a 
unanimous-consent agreement of all 
remaining amendments. We have been 
on this bill since 9 o’clock yesterday 
morning. We intend to stay very late 
tonight, at least until we have a com-
plete list of amendments with time 
agreements associated with them. 
Right now it is being hotlined to all 
the offices to get a list of the amend-
ments. 

The chairman is going to propound a 
unanimous-consent agreement within a 
very short period of time. We have had 
sufficient time to determine what 
amendments we have to this bill, and 
the only way we are going to move for-
ward and get done by tomorrow 

evening, which is the expressed desire 
of the majority leader, is to get the 
amendments in and then we will begin 
to propound a unanimous consent on 
that and the ensuing time agreements. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I yield 8 

minutes to the Senator from Rhode Is-
land. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-
NETT). The Senator from Rhode Island 
is recognized for 8 minutes. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, despite 
the end of the cold war and collapse of 
the Warsaw Pact and the Soviet Union, 
I think we can all agree that the 
United States still needs capable and 
effective military forces, and indeed 
that is why we are voting right now, 
very shortly, on a $264 billion appro-
priation, or authorization, for the U.S. 
military services. I do not think any-
body in this body will argue that the 
United States will always be a mari-
time nation. Indeed, Mr. President, 95 
percent of our export/import tonnage is 
carried by ship. That is an astonishing 
figure to me. Yes, 5 percent is carried 
over land to Canada and Mexico, or by 
air; but 95 percent is carried by ship. 

During the time I spent in the Navy 
Department, I learned that submarines 
are a relatively inexpensive way for a 
potential adversary to disrupt inter-
national commerce. 

Far too often, the press reports that 
the Navy does not really need the 
Seawolf. We are told that it is a ship 
solely designed to confront the Soviet 
Navy on the open ocean. This allega-
tion is simply not true. I would like to 
refute it. The fact of the matter is that 
the third Seawolf has a valid military 
mission and will be instrumental in en-
abling the Navy to fulfill its national 
security obligations around the world. 

Now, yes, the Soviet Union is gone, 
and its military forces inherited by 
Russia are undergoing substantial 
downsizing. There is no question about 
that. It is also very clear that the Rus-
sian Navy—in particular, its submarine 
force—has not been scaled back in the 
manner other components of the Rus-
sian military service have been. For 
example, it is estimated that by the 
year 2000, which is only 5 years from 
now, Russia will have about 122 sub-
marines in its fleet, more than half of 
which will be advanced third-genera-
tion vessels. Already today, Russia has 
several operational submarines that 
are quieter than the quietest United 
States submarine at sea. Russia’s lat-
est submarine will be operational by 
the year 2000—the one under design 
now—and is expected to rival the capa-
bilities of our best attack submarines. 

To illustrate these advances, I would 
like to insert in the RECORD a February 
12 article from Defense News docu-
menting recent Russian undersea ef-
forts. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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[From the Defense News, Feb. 6–12, 1995] 

RUSSIA POURS RESOURCES INTO SUBMARINE 
IMPROVEMENT—BETTER WEAPONS, SENSORS 
WILL POSE CHALLENGE TO WEST 

(By Robert Holzer) 
Washington.—Despite enormous economic 

difficulties, the Russian government con-
tinues to invest in submarines and is ex-
pected to field a more advanced sub force by 
2000, according to U.S. Navy intelligence es-
timates. 

While the total number of submarines in 
the Russian Navy’s inventory will decline 
from today’s level of 181 to 122 by 2000, the 
overall quality of that force will increase 
markedly, with more than half the fleet 
composed of more advanced third-generation 
submarines, according to the Navy’s anal-
ysis. 

‘‘They are getting more out of their pro-
grams now in terms of research and develop-
ment,’’ Norman Polmar, a Washington-based 
submarine design consultant and an expert 
on the Russian Navy, said Feb. 1. ‘‘They are 
putting a lot of resources into submarines.’’ 

Moreover, the Russians have started devel-
oping a new submarine class, called the 
Severodvinsk, that will be operational by 
2000 and is expected to rival the capabilities 
of the best U.S. Navy attack submarines. 

‘‘Designed to emphasize improvements in 
quieting, sensor performance and weapons 
delivery, Severodvinsk is projected to out-
perform today’s most advanced Western sub-
marines in many respects,’’ according to the 
January 1995 report ‘‘Worldwide Submarine 
Proliferation in the Coming Decade,’’ pre-
pared by Navy intelligence. 

The Russian Navy also is improving its 
mix of sea-based weapons, according to the 
Navy’s report, and has two significant new 
weapon programs under development. 

One is described as an extremely fast rock-
et-powered torpedo that has no equivalent in 
the U.S. or other Western navies. The other 
is a new type of antiship cruise missile that 
would be launched from the torpedo tubes of 
future submarines and the Oscar II cruise 
missile-carrying submarine. 

To achieve marked improvements in its 
submarine fleet, the Russian military is 
making sacrifices in strategic bomber and 
rocket forces, surface ships, and tank, artil-
lery and infantry capabilities, the report 
said. 

Third-generation submarines will climb to 
51 percent of the Russian submarine fleet by 
2000, compared with only 28 percent today, 
according to the Navy’s report. 

The percentage of less advanced, second- 
generation subs remaining in the inventory 
will decline to 46 percent from today’s level 
of 68 percent, according to the report. 

The performance difference between 
second- and third-generation submarines is 
fairly dramatic, Navy sources said, noting 
that third-generation Russian submarines 
incorporate advances in quieting and im-
proved propulsion systems, enhancing the 
submarine’s undersea stealth. 

Improved Russian submarine performance 
could greatly impact U.S. and Western views 
of antisubmarine warfare and lead to a reas-
sessment of needed capabilities to counter 
this potential threat, Navy sources and mili-
tary experts said. 

‘‘With the improved Akula submarine, 
they have already achieved acoustic parity 
with the [U.S. Navy’s Los Angeles-class] 
SSN–688s, and that is frightening,’’ retired 
Vice Adm. Bernard Kauderer, president of 
the Annandale, VA-based Naval Submarine 
League, said Feb. 1. 

Akula is an attack submarine that incor-
porates many of the advances the Russians 
have made in reducing the radiated noise of 
their submarines. 

‘‘We need to continue our research and de-
velopment programs and produce new sub-
marines,’’ Kauderer said. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Thankfully, today Rus-
sia is not a major adversary, and I am 
hopeful that this administration and 
future ones will indeed strengthen 
U.S.-Russian relations. We are all for 
that. 

However, in these uncertain times, 
unforeseen political instability or a 
rise in anti-West nationalism could re-
sult in Russia becoming a genuine un-
dersea threat in the future. That is a 
big nation. 

Perhaps more importantly to the 
United States in the near term is Rus-
sia’s sale of its very capable sub-
marines to potential United States ad-
versaries abroad, a move that poses a 
very serious challenge to our Navy. 

There are many nations that recog-
nize the cost effectiveness of sub-
marines, even relatively unsophisti-
cated ones: diesel power, for example. 

Listen to this statistic, Mr. Presi-
dent. According to the Office of Naval 
Intelligence, more than 600 submarines 
are operational in the navies of 44 
countries. That is an astonishing sta-
tistic. Mr. President, 44 nations have 
submarines. I must say, I have dif-
ficulty adding up what the 44 are. 

Iran recently purchased two Kilo- 
class submarines from Russia. These 
vessels are operational today. Who 
would ever have thought Iran would 
have submarines? A third Kilo sub-
marine is scheduled for delivery from 
Russia to Iran this year. 

In addition, China—that great inland 
land-based power—intends to buy as 
many as 22 diesel-powered submarines 
from Russia over the next 5 years in its 
quest to enhance its military capa-
bility in the South China Sea. 

What about North Korea? Who ever 
thought of North Korea as a great mili-
tary power? Who would have thought it 
is an undersea threat? Yet it possesses, 
if you can believe it, the world’s fourth 
largest submarine force and could use 
these submarines in a variety of bellig-
erent coastal missions. 

Yes, the cold war is over and we are 
grateful for that. However, I think we 
ought to recognize that the world is 
still a dangerous place. That is why we 
have this massive defense bill before 
us. 

Undersea threats remain a fact of life 
that we ask our military forces to ad-
dress. I am convinced that completion 
of the Seawolf program with its third 
Seawolf will give the United States the 
ability to respond to these still potent 
undersea threats. 

Contrary to what we sometimes hear 
in the press, the Seawolf’s capabilities 
are more than the ability to engage the 
former Soviet Union in open ocean con-
flict. The Seawolf would be used to 
strike both land and sea targets with 
its cruise missiles, making it a 
versatile platform against any poten-
tial adversary. It will allow the Navy 
to covertly and quickly exert special 
operation forces. 

The Seawolf will be given a wide vari-
ety of missions in our Navy of the fu-
ture. As the director of submarine 
plans, Adm. Dennis Jones, said re-
cently, ‘‘We must fundamentally 
change the way we will fight in the fu-
ture.’’ Included among the undersea 
missions is a demonstration over the 
next year to assess how a submerged 
submarine can control an unmanned 
aerial vehicle. This new mission and 
others are described in a June 12 arti-
cle from the Defense News that I ask be 
printed in the RECORD, Mr. President. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Defense News, June 12, 1995] 

U.S. SUBS GEAR FOR BROADER MISSION— 
FORCE EXPLORES UAVS, COMMUNICATION 
LINKS 

(By Robert Holzer) 

WASHINGTON.—Shedding decades of self-im-
posed isolation patrolling the open ocean, 
U.S. Navy submariners may soon control un-
manned vehicles and stealthily communicate 
with each other in operations close to enemy 
shores. 

Long accustomed to operating independ-
ently and focused almost exclusively on 
countering the Soviet submarine threat, the 
U.S. submarine force seeks added capabili-
ties in communications, sensors and weapons 
to perform shallow-water missions. 

‘‘One constant is that things are changing, 
not only for us, but for our enemies,’’ Rear 
Adm. Dennis Jones, director of submarine 
plans, said in a June 6 briefing to the Naval 
Submarine League’s annual symposium in 
Alexandria, Va. ‘‘We must fundamentally 
change the way we will fight in the future.’’ 

To accomplish this, the submarine force 
will conduct a demonstration effort over the 
next year to assess how a submerged sub-
marine can control an unmanned aerial vehi-
cle (UAV), Jones said. 

Pentagon officials say the Navy will test 
the Predator UAV in this role. Built by Gen-
eral Atomics Aeronautical Systems Inc., San 
Diego, the Predator emerged over the last 
year as a priority system in U.S. military 
plans. 

The Predator is a high-altitude endurance 
UAV that can loiter aloft for more than 60 
hours without refueling. It can fly as high as 
12,100 meters and carry a 180-kilogram pay-
load. The payload can include sensor pack-
ages that provide instant imagery, even at 
night and in bad weather, to tactical com-
manders. 

The Pentagon is dispatching several Preda-
tors now to monitor the situation in Bosnia, 
military sources said. 

Because submarines usually are the first 
weapon systems deployed off a potential en-
emy’s coastline, often conducting clandes-
tine reconnaissance and surveillance days or 
weeks before a crisis erupts, linking those 
operations with UAVs makes good tactical 
sense, military experts said. 

‘‘There is a lot of flexibility with that con-
cept,’’ Norman Polmar, a naval expert here, 
said June 7, noting that a submarine could 
simply leave the UAV operating over an area 
for an extended period and then come near 
the surface to tap into the data the system 
collected during its reconnaissance. 

Submarines may even launch UAVs and re-
trieve them later at sea, Polmar said. 

Although the submarine force has aug-
mented its communication capabilities over 
the last several years, conveying informa-
tion and data between submerged sub-
marines is a new area of emphasis, Rear 
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Adm. Richard Buchanan, commander of Sub-
marine Group 2 with the Atlantic Fleet, said 
June 7. 

The service already has conducted several 
tests of underwater communications, which 
even included the transmission of imagery, 
Jones said. 

‘‘This is a revolution unto itself,’’ Jones 
said. ‘‘If information doesn’t go easily from 
submarines to joint task force commanders, 
then we will be bypassed as seeming too dif-
ficult.’’ 

To prevent this, the submarine force will 
field a number of communication improve-
ments over the next few years that will yield 
tremendous increases in capability, Navy of-
ficials said. 

These include the capability by 1998 to 
transmit video to other subs or ships nearly 
instantaneously, and by 2000, Super High 
Frequency satellite links that will vastly in-
crease the amount of data that submerged 
vessels can transmit and receive. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I hope I have helped to 
dispel the myth that the submarine is 
a relic of the cold war and we no longer 
need submarines. To the contrary, the 
Seawolf is a very relevant military 
platform to face the threat of the post- 
Soviet world. For these reasons, I urge 
my colleagues to join me in opposing 
the McCain amendment. 

I thank the Chair and thank the Sen-
ator from Maine. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I yield 10 
minutes to the Senator from Con-
necticut. 

Mr. DODD. I thank my colleague 
from Maine. I will try and see if I can-
not shave off some of those moments to 
move this along. I want to underscore 
and support the comments of the Sen-
ator from Arizona, trying to move this 
process along. 

I am tempted to repeat what I have 
repeated on other occasions in this 
body or elsewhere the words of the fa-
mous Congressman from Arizona. Hav-
ing listened to an extensive debate and 
been the fourth or fifth speaker, he an-
nounced to the audience that every-
thing had been said on the subject but 
not everyone had said it. So I will take 
a few moments to share some thoughts 
about the pending matter. 

Let me begin by commending my col-
league from Connecticut, Senator 
LIEBERMAN, who serves on the com-
mittee, the chairman of the sub-
committee, Senator COHEN of Maine, 
and of course my colleagues from 
Rhode Island as well. 

My colleagues will be pleased to note 
that if we can successfully defeat this 
amendment, this may be the last de-
bate on the Seawolf program, because 
this is the last Seawolf. That in itself 
may cause significant support to move 
in our direction, having heard for the 
last number of years on numerous oc-
casions from colleagues across the 
country of their desire that this issue 
be resolved once and for all. 

So I urge my colleagues to oppose the 
McCain amendment and once and for 
all put the Seawolf issue to bed, having 
completed the third program. 

Mr. President, I will underscore 
many things that have been said by my 
colleagues from Connecticut and Rhode 

Island about the importance here—and 
it needs to be emphasized, it would be 
another matter indeed if we were talk-
ing about a world in which this tech-
nology had lost its appeal. Unfortu-
nately, or fortunately, depending upon 
your perspective, that is not the case. 

In fact, there are, as the junior Sen-
ator from Rhode Island pointed out, 44 
nations that possess this technology. 
In fact, it seems to be growing in its 
appeal. 

Again, I emphasize what has been 
said about Russia. All of us are deeply 
pleased with what has occurred in the 
collapse of the Berlin Wall, the end of 
the cold war. Again, I think we all ap-
preciate the lack of clarity as to which 
direction Russia is going in. We all 
hope that it is going to continue to 
move in the direction of a democratic 
State which does not pose a threat to 
its neighbors or to others. 

I do not think anyone would be pre-
pared to stand on this floor today and 
say with absolute certainty that they 
were convinced that was going to be 
the ultimate result. If we cannot state 
that with absolute certainty, or the de-
gree of certainty that seems to be the 
prudent course, to be mindful of the 
kind of technology that is being ex-
panded and developed, and it is signifi-
cant. 

In fact, we are told by those who 
watch these efforts far more closely 
than most of us, that today Russia is 
developing a technology in submarine 
arenas that will approximate the quiet-
ness that we have been able to achieve 
with our technology, and as my col-
leagues know, in submarine technology 
the quietness of a submarine is one of 
the most critical elements of all. 

So, the first point is, of course, that 
we still see a global threat, that there 
are nations that never before possessed 
this technology that are acquiring it. 

Second, Mr. President, the industrial 
base argument which was made in the 
past but I think needs to be made here 
as well, there are no less than 10 
unique submarine technologies that 
will perish if this amendment is adopt-
ed. I am not talking about large cor-
porations with thousands of workers. I 
am talking about facilities with lit-
erally the last of the craftsmen—men 
and women—with knowledge and skill 
to create and build unique components 
of our Nation’s submarine fleet. 

Likewise, if this amendment should 
pass, the final legion of dedicated and 
professional workers who build the 
final product will disappear, and that is 
not an exaggeration. 

Let me tell my colleague something 
about those workers. Some of them 
have been building submarines lit-
erally for decades. Most are members 
of entire families that have passed that 
knowledge on between generations. 
These are craftsmen, I say to my col-
leagues. They are the final artists of a 
very unique industry that America 
must not abandon. 

Let me give an example of what I am 
talking about. It can take up to 7 years 

to replace a fully qualified Navy nu-
clear welder capable of welding the 3- 
inch steel hulls of the Seawolf class 
submarine. Mr. President, 7 years to 
acquire that technology. That is the 
apprenticeship, yard time, evaluations, 
and, finally, qualification to perform 
the delicate welds in and around the 
nuclear reactor area of this submarine. 
Seven years to acquire that skill level. 

I suggest to my colleagues, and I 
think they would agree, we should not 
abandon that capability. 

As for cost, I agree with the Navy 
plan to go to a smaller, less expensive 
submarine program. But to get there, 
we have to finish what we have started. 
We have to complete this final boat of 
the Seawolf class. 

Remember, there were 23 of these 
boats we talked about. We are now 
down to three. I say to my colleagues 
that to complete the program here, to 
stop the program when it is 45 percent 
complete, I think, is penny wise and 
pound foolish. 

So, Mr. President, again I underscore 
the terrific work done by my colleague 
from Connecticut on the Armed Serv-
ices Committee in making this case. I 
appreciate immensely the support of 
the chairman of the subcommittee, the 
Senator from Maine, and others who 
have stood with us on this program 
over the years. It is obviously impor-
tant to us in Connecticut. 

But my colleague from Connecticut, 
my colleagues from Rhode Island, 
could not in good conscience stand here 
and ask our colleagues from across this 
country to support a program that did 
not contribute significantly to the 
long-term security needs of our Nation. 
No matter how important it is to us on 
a parochial level, that is not a jus-
tification to ever support one of these 
programs. As important as that is to 
us, the importance of this program is 
its contribution to the long-term na-
tional security needs of our Nation. 

For those reasons, and with all due 
respect and affection for the author of 
this amendment, I urge the rejection of 
the proposal. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished chairman of 
the subcommittee for yielding this 
time. I want to start out by congratu-
lating the Senators from Connecticut 
for their fine work on this project, par-
ticularly Senator LIEBERMAN, my col-
league in the Armed Services Com-
mittee, for his outstanding work on 
this program. 

I come here as someone who in the 
past has been an opponent of the 
Seawolf. In fact, I introduced a bill 
back in 1991 which called for elimi-
nating the 29 Seawolf submarines that 
were on the boards because I thought it 
was too costly, that it was a cold war 
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relic, that 29 of these submarines was 
far too many, the threat was not out 
there for that kind of expenditure of, 
really, tens of billions of dollars. 

Having watched what has happened 
since 1991, and since I introduced that 
resolution, I have seen the number of 
Seawolf submarines go from 29 to 3, and 
I have seen the Russian Navy still be 
the focal point, as was said earlier. 
What I have seen in response, in the 
past 4 years since the fall of the Soviet 
Union, is the Russians keeping their 
eye on the ball of maintaining their ca-
pacity, their submarine capacity as 
really their focal point as to how they 
are going to be a world threat, mili-
tarily. That is where they have in-
vested their money. 

So, while I would not stand up here 
and support another 27 Seawolf sub-
marines, I will say that, given the 
threat that is out there, given the le-
gitimacy of the dollars invested and 
the capability of the Russian fleet, nu-
clear submarine fleet and attack sub-
marine fleet, that this is a wise invest-
ment for us. 

I repeat what the junior Senator 
from Connecticut said. We have a situ-
ation right now—and I agree with him, 
I do not think the American public re-
alizes this—where the Russians are in 
fact ahead of us in a very important 
military capability and that is sub-
marines. They are ahead of us. They 
have quieter ships than we do. 

That is stealth. You hear so much 
about stealth technology when it 
comes to the Air Force. That means 
you cannot see it on the radar and you 
can go in there and do things before 
anybody sees you. Stealth in a sub-
marine is how quiet it is. If you cannot 
hear them you cannot find them. That 
is the situation we are in right now. We 
are sending our submariners out there, 
into the oceans of this world, in a sense 
blind—deaf to the threats that the 
former Soviet Union, the Russians are 
now putting forward. This is our re-
sponse and it is an appropriate one. It 
is an appropriate place to invest those 
dollars. 

We do so recognizing if we pull the 
plug on the third Seawolf we will waste 
a whole lot of money. Already, as has 
been said many times, $900 million is 
already appropriated for this sub-
marine. We have over a third of the 
costs already in the submarine. To 
close it down would cost even more. 

There are disputes. The Senator from 
Arizona, whom I greatly respect—I ad-
mire his ability to go into this defense 
budget and try to find areas where he 
believes there is waste. I respect that. 
There are some substantial disagree-
ments as to the CBO calculations for 
the cost savings of the Seawolf sub-
marine, discontinuing the Seawolf sub-
marine. The Navy, in a document that 
was transmitted to me, says that they 
underestimate a lot of the costs, that 
they do not recognize that by shutting 
off this third Seawolf we will likely end 
production of any kind of ships at Elec-
tric Boat, in Connecticut. They do not 

count for the shutdown of that facility 
or the costs that would be incurred in 
future shipbuilding as a result of hav-
ing just one shipyard. I think it is a 
substantial one, not just for our indus-
trial base—which I happen to believe is 
important—but for the competitiveness 
that is necessary to get high-quality, 
low-cost ships in this country. 

I want to mention just one final 
thing. I want to talk about the indus-
trial base, not from a State that has a 
huge submarine industrial base, al-
though we have some. I will say one of 
the other reasons I support this third 
Seawolf is because I do believe we do 
need an industrial base of skilled tech-
nicians and companies that can 
produce this kind of very high-quality, 
demanding, and very specific high- 
quality work. If we do not continue 
this bridge, which the third Seawolf 
turns out to be, into the new attack 
submarine, we will not only have that 
new attack submarine cost more as a 
result, but I think we may not end up 
with as good a product. 

So I come here as a reformed Seawolf 
opponent who understands this is a 
project, an investment that is worth-
while to combat a serious threat to 
preserve an industrial base that is es-
sential to the military capability, pro-
duction capability of our country. I 
support it wholeheartedly and oppose 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Arizona. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I yield 

myself 3 minutes. 
Mr. President, the GAO report was 

before the Armed Services Committee 
on May 16, 1995 as follows: On page 6: 

. . . there is disagreement about a number 
of issues including Russia’s defense spending 
priorities, Russia’s ability to maintain its 
operating tempo and readiness and mainte-
nance levels, and the future Russian force 
structure levels and production programs. 

The GAO report goes on to say: 
The ONI report [Office of Navy Intelligence 

report] does not address other factors that 
should be considered in determining the 
overall superiority of United States and Rus-
sian submarines, such as sensor processing, 
weapons, platform design, tactics, doctrine 
and crew training. 

Public reports, news accounts and, 
more importantly, other DOD publica-
tions, including the Annual Director of 
Naval Intelligence Posture Statement, 
present other information on some of 
the factors that affect submarine supe-
riority. For example, these reports 
note: 

. . . a decline in the operating tempo of 
Russian submarines, order of battle, and con-
struction programs. 

They also note: 
Morale and discipline have deteriorated, 

personnel shortages are serious, and the fre-
quency and scope of naval operations, train-
ing, readiness and maintenance have de-
clined. 

Somebody said earlier, one of the 
Senators from Connecticut, I believe, 
we ought to use common sense here. 

Let us use common sense. Common 
sense shows us the condition of Russia 
today, the state of their military. This 
military could not even defeat the 
Chechnyans. To believe, somehow, they 
come from some kind of superior ship-
yard with superior workmanship and 
with superior quality of personnel flies 
in the face of common sense. 

Mr. President, I yield myself 2 addi-
tional minutes. 

I will quote the New York Times, 
Sunday, July 30, 1995: 

To The Editor: 
I have a lot of respect for Secretary of the 

Navy John Dalton. I hate to see him fall 
prey to the sharks who are trying to justify 
the spending of $1.5 billion for the third 
Seawolf submarine. 

* * * * * 
The allegation is like the ‘‘missile gap’’ or 

the ‘‘bomber gap’’ or the ‘‘readiness gap.’’ 
. . . Does this ‘‘quietness gap’’ exist? 

There are two aspects to quieting a sub-
marine. The first takes place when the sub-
marine is built. To say our submarines are 
not built as well as Russian submarines con-
demns the very shipyard we are trying to 
keep operating. 

The second aspect of quieting is in the op-
eration of the ship. Is Secretary Dalton tell-
ing us that the crews of our submarines are 
not as well trained or as competent as the 
Russians? 

I never met a submarine officer who did 
not think our submarines were the best in 
the world—by far. I am sorry to see this 
proud group stoop to chicanery to justify an 
unnecessary weapon. 

—John J. Shanahan, Vice Admiral, retired. 

Let us use some common sense when 
we evaluate whether we need to spend 
another couple of billion dollars on a 
weapons system for which there is no 
compelling requirement. 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise as 
a cosponsor and strong supporter of the 
amendment by Senator MCCAIN to ter-
minate the third Seawolf submarine. 

I want to thank the Senator from Ar-
izona for his leadership on this issue 
and for his constant and tireless efforts 
to scour the defense budget—and, in-
deed, the entire Federal budget—for 
wasteful and unnecessary spending. 

Like the Senator from Arizona, I be-
lieve we must build a strong military 
that can respond to the rapidly chang-
ing threats America faces in the post- 
cold war world. 

The Seawolf submarine, which was 
developed to counter a specific Soviet 
threat during the cold war, is simply 
outdated and irrelevant in this new 
era. 

Mr. President, if we’re going to buy 
military equipment that’s behind the 
times, the least we could hope for is to 
get it at a cut-rate price. But this is 
not the case. The third Seawolf will 
cost $2.4 billion bringing the grand 
total for this program to more than $7 
billion for just three submarines. 

I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to terminate the Seawolf and 
save the taxpayers a minimum of $1.3 
billion. Moreover, these savings could 
increase in future years as we deter-
mine the most efficient way to con-
struct the next generation of nuclear 
submarines. 
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As the Senator from Arizona has re-

peatedly pointed out, this funding is 
needed for higher priority defense pro-
grams that will truly enhance our mili-
tary readiness. 

The McCain amendment has been 
strongly endorsed by a number of Gov-
ernment watchdog organizations, in-
cluding the National Taxpayers Union, 
Citizens Against Government Waste, 
and Citizens for a Sound Economy. 

Mr. President, let’s stand with these 
groups and show the American tax-
payers that the Congress supports re-
sponsible spending that will yield a 
strong and strategically sound national 
defense. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, how 
much time is remaining on this side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty- 
four minutes and thirty-two seconds. 

Mr. COHEN. I yield myself 10 min-
utes. 

Mr. President, I rise in opposition to 
the Senator from Arizona, who is a 
good friend and someone I have worked 
with since I came to the Senate and 
long before that time. He was advising 
me on military matters when he was 
with the Navy. 

Bismark once observed that there are 
two things that do not change in this 
life: One is history and the other is ge-
ography. 

Going back historically, we can look 
at the period of time during World War 
II. At that time we had over 5,000 ships 
in our inventory. We are now looking 
at downsizing to in the neighborhood of 
340 or 348 ships. 

So we have come from having such 
an armada of 5,000 ships capable of 
fighting during World War II down to 
about 340 to 350 ships. Obviously, they 
are much more capable today than 
they were in the past. But as the num-
bers have come down, we have insisted 
that the capability increase. And that 
is because the oceans have not dimin-
ished in size and geography has not 
changed. The oceans are still roughly 
the same size. Our commitments have 
not diminished in any significant de-
gree. We still are an island nation. 

As my colleague from Rhode Island 
has said, we are likely to remain a 
naval power for the foreseeable future, 
hopefully for the indefinite future. Our 
commitment is to maintain the sea-
lanes of communication. That is our 
lifeblood, and no nation should ever 
have the capability of being able to in-
terrupt that, to cut off that flow, to 
cut off the blood supply, the oxygen 
supply. We depend upon having access 
to the open ocean and having that ac-
cess unchallenged. 

So looking at history and looking at 
geography, we can say, well, we have 
downsized. The reality is the cold war 
is over. It does not mean there are no 
dangers left in this world. They are of 
a different magnitude and a different 
type. But they are dangers nonetheless. 

As most of my colleagues who have 
spoken in opposition to the Senator 
from Arizona, the one thing we keep 
reminding ourselves is that the Rus-

sians, notwithstanding the state of 
their economy, continue to produce 
submarines. Now, they may not be op-
erating at the same tempo that our 
submarines are operating, the morale 
of their sailors may be at a much lower 
level than the morale of our sailors, 
but that, too, can change. 

What has not changed is the number. 
They are still producing roughly the 
same numbers of submarines that they 
were at the height of the cold war. 
Some of that is no doubt due to fact 
that it is just inertia and it is a jobs 
program for the Russians. They have to 
do something. They might as well do 
something that they have been work-
ing on. They have to build more ships. 

But the numbers ought to be of con-
cern to all of us because at some point 
in time the tides might change. Our re-
lationship with the Russians might 
change. It might get better. It might 
get worse. We do not know. We have no 
way of predicting the future. And we 
should never structure our forces or 
our industrial base predicated upon the 
unknown; that since we cannot foresee 
the future, we should simply conform 
our industrial base to what exists cur-
rently. That would be a prescription 
for future disaster. 

So we have to plan for the future 
taking into account the unknown, tak-
ing into account history, taking into 
account geography, and try to plan as 
best we can given the resources that 
are available. 

That, I believe, is what the Navy has 
done. The Navy has said we would like 
to have two nuclear-capable shipyards. 
We are not prepared at this point in 
time to say there should be only one 
yard in America producing nuclear-ca-
pable ships—one yard—namely, New-
port News. That may be the situation 
sometime in the future. We may not be 
able to afford more than one yard. 

But the Navy is unwilling, given the 
unforeseeability of the future, given 
the sort of chaotic situation which ex-
ists in the world today, to take that 
chance at this point in time. They are 
saying, ‘‘We are not willing to put all 
of our eggs in one basket. We do not 
know whether there will be a surrep-
titious attack upon that location. We 
do not know whether it will be a bolt 
out of the blue. We did not know 
whether it will be a natural catas-
trophe. We are unwilling to take the 
risk to put all of our shipbuilding into 
one yard.’’ 

We would like to see Electric Boat 
continue. And make no mistake about 
it, you cancel the third Seawolf and EB 
is out of business. They will shut down. 
Their 7,000 or 8,000 or 9,000 workers— 
whatever that figure is now—will be 
out of work. That may please the Na-
tional Taxpayers Union and it may 
please the various groups that have 
come out in favor of this amendment 
saying it will save money. I do not 
think it will save money. It will put 
people on the welfare rolls. It will put 
them out of work. It will increase the 
deficit, no doubt, because we will sim-

ply have to pay for those welfare re-
cipients and not have any income or 
revenues coming in from the taxpayers 
themselves. 

So I am not sure it would be an ap-
propriate tradeoff. If we were only en-
gaged in one public works program, if 
we were simply talking about public 
works or dead-end jobs, sweeping 
streets, cleaning up garbage, that 
would be one thing. But we are talking 
about here highly skilled individuals, 
people who work for years to develop 
the capability of designing and then 
constructing the most complicated 
ships in the world—nuclear sub-
marines. 

It takes, as the Senator from Con-
necticut, Senator DODD, indicated, 7 
years to build a ship. 

Ironically, I was just at a launching 
of the U.S.S. Maine in Portsmouth 
Naval Shipyard in Kittery, ME. That 
ship, a Trident submarine, was 
launched. It was built by Electric Boat 
and commissioned at Portsmouth 
Naval Shipyard. The president of the 
EB yard was there and pointed out that 
in World War II Electric Boat was 
cranking out about two ships a month, 
or about one every other week. We are 
now down to producing one a year, or 
one and a half a year. 

So times have changed, and we have 
to change accordingly. But it does not 
mean that we should sever the ability 
of this country to maintain an indus-
trial capacity of skilled working people 
who are contributing substantially to 
our national security. 

I can agree with much of what my 
colleague from Arizona has said. We 
come to a different conclusion on this. 
We are trying to keep Electric Boat in 
competition with Newport News for a 
little longer, at least because the Navy 
is unsure at this point whether or not 
we will ever have to build more than 
one ship a year, whether we will be 
able to support two yards. I think they 
are not prepared to say we can only af-
ford one yard. 

I believe Admiral Boorda, or read the 
writings of Admiral Shanahan and oth-
ers. But I would put that up against 
Admiral Boorda. I do not think Mike 
Boorda would come to the Congress or 
to the U.S. Senate and misrepresent 
the facts. I do not think that he would 
suggest that this is something that is 
really necessary when it is not, that it 
is simply a jobs program for the Navy 
or for EB. I think that he is persuaded 
that the Navy does in fact need this 
ship in order to get us to the follow-on. 

If you terminate the Seawolf right 
now, EB is not going to be in competi-
tion. That is very clear. We might as 
well say that Newport News will be the 
only yard that will then build the fol-
low-on to the Seawolf, the Centurion, or 
whatever it is going to be called. 

That is a policy decision that we will 
be making here on the floor of the Sen-
ate, and some are prepared to make it. 
I do not for 1 minute question my 
friend from Arizona. He is someone 
who is expert in the field. He is some-
one who has dedicated himself to the 
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Navy. We just come out on a different 
end of the judgment on this one. 

But I do not for a moment want to 
put us in the position of making the 
policy judgment that we only need one 
yard in this country to produce air-
craft carriers and submarines. That is 
what it ends up being. Newport News 
will be the only shipyard in the coun-
try producing all of our nuclear-capa-
ble ships into the future. 

I think that is a risk that the Navy 
is not willing to bear at this point in 
time. I think it is a risk that we as 
Senators should not be willing to bear 
at this time. And I think in view of the 
fact that we have spent the $900 million 
on the third Seawolf, in view of the fact 
we have come down from 23 to 3, in 
view of the fact that we would have 
termination liabilities, we at least 
ought to get a ship out of it which al-
lows EB to be in a competitive position 
to compete head to head with Newport 
News on the follow-on ships. 

For those reasons, Mr. President, I 
hope that we defeat the amendment of 
my friend from Arizona. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

Mr. President, I always respect and 
appreciate, and even enjoy, the com-
ments of my old and dear friend from 
Maine. Usually he and I are on the 
same side on most issues. On this side, 
I pay careful attention to his words 
since they are always well thought out 
and extremely edifying. 

Again, we find, as he mentioned, our-
selves on opposite sides of this issue. 

Mr. President, if we had a defense 
budget that we had all during the 
1980’s, I would still have some ques-
tions about this weapons system, pri-
marily because I still believe that our 
money could be spent much more wise-
ly in other areas. But we really do not 
have the kinds of funds that I believe 
would allow us to afford this ship. 

I received a letter on July 28 from 
the Congressional Budget Office, so I 
can illuminate my friends as to what 
kind of money we are talking about. 

After briefly reviewing those savings, the 
accompanying attachment focuses on the 
implications of consolidating construction of 
all nuclear powered ships at a single ship-
yard. 

CBO’s analysis suggests that such a con-
solidation could result in savings of between 
$2.4 billion and $3.7 billion (in 1996 dollars) 
over the life of the new attack submarine 
program, which is currently slated to ac-
quire some 30 ships between 1998 and 2020. 
That amount is less than one contractor 
claims could be saved through consolidation, 
but more than the Navy’s own estimate. 
Consolidation could also lead to a somewhat 
smaller shipbuilding work force: CBO esti-
mates that at most 3,300 shipyards jobs are 
at issue, and the reduction resulting from 
consolidation might be substantially less. 
Essential skills for producing nuclear-pow-
ered ships—many of which reside in the sup-
pliers and subcontractors to the shipyards— 
would be retained whether or not production 
was consolidated. 

Signed by June O’Neill, who, as we 
all know, is the Director of the Con-
gressional Budget Office. 

Mr. President, I wish to make one ad-
ditional comment. That is that I think 
we ought to look at history also, and 
the history of Russia is that they have 
primarily been a land empire. They 
have concentrated their focus on ex-
pansion of their empire to adjacent 
areas. It was not until well into the 
cold war that the Soviet Union began 
to build a fleet and when they built 
that fleet, it was primarily for stra-
tegic purposes and for the delivery of 
strategic weaponry. I do not believe 
that the Russians contemplate a stra-
tegic confrontation with the United 
States any time soon. Again, it is com-
mon sense, as has been said on this 
floor on many occasions. 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 24 minutes 55 seconds. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, a $11⁄2 bil-
lion vote deserves serious consider-
ation by this body in this time of fiscal 
crisis. Throughout the defense budget 
debates in the 6 years since the cold 
war ended, I have been routinely 
amazed—and disappointed—that the 
Senate cannot bring itself to terminate 
one of the most expensive, outdated, 
poorly managed, cold war programs in 
the entire budget—namely, the Seawolf 
submarine program. 

Mr. President, there are several rea-
sons to support the amendment that 
Senator MCCAIN and I are offering. 
First, the Seawolf is a cold war weapon 
with no modern mission. It was origi-
nally conceived as the ultimate United 
States weapon against Soviet ballistic 
missile submarines. It would operate 
1,000 feet beneath the seas, quieter 
than the seas themselves. Its special 
sensors and computer systems would 
detect Soviet nuclear submarines well 
before the Seawolf could be observed. 

If this Nation were still in the grip of 
the cold war, we would probably be jus-
tified in procuring further Seawolf sub-
marines. But, the cold war is over, and 
the system has no mission in the post- 
cold war world. Consequently, it should 
be terminated immediately. 

Second, this program is poorly man-
aged and the problems are such that I 
have little faith in the Navy’s estimate 
of how much money the taxpayers will 
be required to spend. The General Ac-
counting Office now says that average 
cost of the first two subs will be well 
over $5 billion. Moreover, there are sig-
nificant cost overruns in virtually 
every aspect of this program. Accord-
ing to the GAO, the design contract 
was overrun by 131 percent, the produc-
tion contract on the first sub is over-
run by about 80 percent, and the aver-
age unit cost is overrun by about 250 
percent. 

Giving this hog more feed is not 
going to make it any leaner. The de-
sign for the first submarine is cur-
rently in its fifth revision and is more 
than half a million hours behind sched-
ule, even though production began sev-
eral years ago. With the proposed de-
sign changes in the SSN–23, additional 

delays and cost overruns are inevi-
table. 

A third reason to terminate the 
Seawolf program is to restore account-
ability for the Navy’s poor acquisition 
management. There is no incentive for 
industry to perform efficiently as long 
as funding is guaranteed. The guise of 
the submarine industrial base should 
not remove the Navy’s accountability 
for the Seawolf’s 250 percent cost over-
run. This program is a dud, and we 
ought to let it fizzle out. 

A fourth reason to kill the Seawolf 
program is that funding a third Seawolf 
submarine takes money away from 
more important needs. It is untenable 
to require service men and women to 
live off food stamps so that $100,000 a 
year defense contractors can remain 
employed in an endeavor that does not 
add to our national security. We have 
all heard stories of shortfalls in mili-
tary readiness, due to lack of funds. 

A fifth reason not to fund a third 
Seawolf submarine is that there are 
more cost-effective means of pro-
tecting the industrial base. One alter-
native approach to maintaining the 
submarine industrial base is allowing 
it to work on commercial projects, 
which Electric Boat is currently pur-
suing and should do so more aggres-
sively in the future. The Congressional 
Budget Office estimates that the costs 
of other alternatives, such as overhauls 
and modernization efforts, are much 
less than building and maintaining a 
third Seawolf. 

We must also keep in mind that engi-
neering expertise is being protected by 
work on the new attack submarine and 
design changes on the first two 
Seawolves. Furthermore, the submarine 
deactivation workload will ensure an 
industrial base well into the future. Fi-
nally, the Navy announced its intent to 
increase its reliance on commercial 
technologies in building the new at-
tack submarine, and reduce its reliance 
on the submarine industrial base. 

Several years ago, when Senator 
MCCAIN and I have moved to stop fund-
ing for the Seawolf, we garnered very 
few votes. Then, 2 days later, President 
Bush terminated the program in rec-
ognition that the cold war was over. 
Time and again, the program has been 
kept alive for political, rather than 
military, purposes. We can no longer 
afford to spend $1.5 billion for such rea-
sons. I encourage my colleagues to vote 
to support our amendment. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, due to 
the exigencies of the hour and the effi-
ciency of my friend from Connecticut, 
and, as my other friend, Senator 
LIEBERMAN, said, much of this debate 
has been covered in years past, I am 
prepared to yield back the remainder 
of my time if my colleagues are so pre-
pared. Senator COHEN is prepared to 
yield it back. 

Mr. COHEN. I am prepared to yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 
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There appears to be a sufficient sec-

ond. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I would 

move to table the—— 
Mr. McCAIN. I say to my friend, if we 

do, we will bring up the amendment 
again and again until we get an up-or- 
down vote. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I note the 
absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the motion be 
a tabling motion, as in keeping with 
the previous unanimous-consent agree-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator can make a motion to table. 

Mr. COHEN. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MCCAIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that further pro-
ceedings under the quorum call be re-
scinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Arizona. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I have 

been asked to announce that the vote 
on this amendment—I ask unanimous 
consent that it be an up-or-down 
vote—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MCCAIN [continuing]. Will occur 
at 8:10. In the meantime, Mr. Presi-
dent, I would like to announce that on 
this side we have all of the amend-
ments. We would appreciate it if those 
on the other side would complete their 
list of the amendments so that the dis-
tinguished chairman can move forward 
with the unanimous consent, at least 
so that we can finalize the list of 
amendments. We hope to be able to do 
that between now and 8:10, when the 
vote will take place. Also, Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
vote occur at 8:10. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I ask my friend from 
Maine if he is ready to move forward? 

Mr. COHEN. No. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. DASCHLE. I ask unanimous con-

sent that the quorum call be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FRIST). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I also 
ask unanimous consent that my leader 
time be extended by an additional 15 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The remarks of Mr. DASCHLE per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1117 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2090 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the question occurs 
on the McCain amendment No. 2090. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 30, 

nays 70, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 356 Leg.] 

YEAS—30 

Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Bradley 
Brown 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Coats 
Conrad 

Domenici 
Dorgan 
Feingold 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hatfield 
Kohl 

Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Lugar 
McCain 
Murray 
Pressler 
Roth 
Shelby 
Stevens 
Wellstone 

NAYS—70 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Bennett 
Biden 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dole 
Exon 
Faircloth 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Frist 

Glenn 
Graham 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kyl 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Mack 
McConnell 
Mikulski 

Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

So the amendment (No. 2090) was re-
jected. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Several Senators addressed the chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader. 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I wonder if 
I could have the attention of all Mem-
bers here so I can tell them where we 
are. 

It is my understanding we might be 
able to line up three votes here—or 
three amendments, which will be de-
bated tonight and voted on first thing 
in the morning if votes are necessary. 

I think the first will be an amend-
ment by the Senator from Arizona, 
which will be second-degreed by the 

Senator from Connecticut. I am not 
sure that will require a vote. It may or 
may not require a vote. 

Then there is a DOE matter which 
will take, I understand, about 2 hours 
of debate. 

Then Senator BUMPERS, we want to 
accommodate him because he has a 
personal problem tomorrow. We would 
like to take at least one of his, debate 
one of his amendments tonight and the 
other the first thing in the morning. 

Will that be satisfactory? 
Mr. BUMPERS. That will be satisfac-

tory. 
Mr. DOLE. So if that took that much 

time, it would be about 11:30. 
It would seem to me, those who are 

involved can stay here and debate 
those and then have those two votes 
first thing tomorrow morning, if that 
is all right with the Senator from 
South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. That will be all 
right if we can get through the de-
bate—all but the voting. We have a lot 
of amendments tonight to act on. 

Mr. DOLE. I understand that. 
Mr. BUMPERS. If the majority lead-

er will yield for a question, I have one 
amendment I would like to offer to-
night. I am willing to settle for a 30- 
minute time agreement. I would like 
very much to go in front of the DOE 
amendment, which will take 2 hours, if 
that will be all right. It will be very 
helpful to me. 

Mr. COHEN. Which one is it? 
Mr. DOLE. Can you give us some in-

dication of what the amendment was? 
Mr. BUMPERS. There is a provision 

in the bill that sets up a new method— 
directs the Department of Defense to 
set up a new method for financing arms 
sales. My amendment will strike that 
provision. It is a very simple amend-
ment. Everybody will understand it. 

Mr. DOLE. If I can get consent, Sen-
ator BUMPERS offers his amendment re-
garding export loan guarantees. There 
will be 30 minutes for debate divided in 
the usual form, with no second-degree 
amendments to be in order, and fol-
lowing the conclusion or yielding back 
of the time the Senate lay aside the 
amendment. That will follow the 
amendments by Senator MCCAIN 
and—— 

Mr. MCCAIN. If the leader will yield, 
I think the majority leader’s unani-
mous consent is excellent. But I would 
point out we still do not have the list 
of amendments from the other side. I 
hope we could, at least by the close of 
business, get a complete list of amend-
ments which would then be propounded 
as a unanimous-consent agreement be-
fore we leave tonight. So at least it 
will narrow down the total number of 
amendments if we are to have any 
prospect whatsoever of finishing to-
morrow night. 

Mr. NUNN. If the leader will yield, 
we are working on that list. We will 
have a copy of it in another hour or so. 

Mr. DOLE. Hopefully you are work-
ing it down. 
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Mr. NUNN. We are doing our best to 

work it down. 
Mr. DOLE. Because let me indicate 

again, on Saturday we start off with 
the Treasury-Post Office appropria-
tions bill, and I am not certain when 
this bill will be back again. So, hope-
fully, if we can accommodate the man-
ager, who has been working very 
hard—he lost 5 hours yesterday. We 
had 7 hours today on one amendment. 
They are trying to catch up here. So if 
we can keep our amendments to a min-
imum, I am certain it will help the 
managers, who have done a good job. 

We do want to accommodate the Sen-
ator from Arkansas. He has a funeral 
to attend tomorrow. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, let me 
correct that. I am sorry, I misled the 
leader. I am leaving here tomorrow 
night. 

Mr. DOLE. That is fine. We still want 
to accommodate the Senator from Ar-
kansas. 

Is there any objection to the request 
on his amendment? 

Mr. CHAFEE. He goes first under the 
request? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, is the Thurmond amendment 
going to come before the Bumpers 
amendment? 

Mr. DOLE. The amendment by Sen-
ator MCCAIN will be next. That will be 
second-degreed by Senator DODD. Fol-
lowing disposition of that, it will be 
Senator BUMPERS’ amendment, 30 min-
utes. Following that will be the DOE 
amendment which will take about 2 
hours. 

Mr. MCCAIN. And amendments to the 
DOE bill will be in order? 

Mr. DOLE. Amendments to the DOE 
bill will be in order but we would like 
to have the votes on those tomorrow 
morning. 

Mr. REID. Reserving right to object, 
I have no objection to the unanimous- 
consent request as far as it relates to 
the amendment of Senator MCCAIN or 
the amendment of Senator BUMPERS. 
But I do not consent to anything relat-
ing to the Thurmond amendment, the 
DOE. 

Mr. DOLE. Let us get this part and 
then I will make the next request. Is 
there objection to this? 

Mr. GORTON. Reserving the right to 
object, I say to the majority leader, on 
the DOE amendment I have some se-
vere reservations. 

Mr. DOLE. I have not made that re-
quest yet. That is going to be next. All 
right? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. Now, if I can have the 
DOE. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I under-
stand we are not going to be able to get 
an agreement. I will propose the con-
sent agreement. So it may be we will 
have to have additional votes this 
evening. But I am going to ask con-
sent, when Senator THURMOND offers an 
amendment regarding title 31 of the 
bill, and immediately after reading of 
the amendment, Senator EXON be rec-
ognized to offer a second-degree 
amendment to the Thurmond amend-
ment, and there be 45 minutes of de-
bate under the control of Senator 
THURMOND and 90 minutes under the 
control of Senator EXON. 

Further, following the expiration or 
yielding of time, the Senator from Ne-
vada, Senator REID, be recognized to 
offer an amendment in the second de-
gree regarding tritium, on which we 
will have 60 minutes, 40 minutes to 
Senator REID, 20 minutes to Senator 
THURMOND, and that the Senate pro-
ceed to vote on or in relation to the 
Exon amendment and on or in relation 
to the Reid amendment followed imme-
diately by a vote on the Thurmond 
amendment, as amended, if amended. 

Mr. GORTON. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mr. DOLE. We cannot get an agree-

ment. 
Does anybody else have any amend-

ments that we can get agreements on? 
Why do we not go ahead? Let us go 

ahead and have the debate on this 
amendment and go ahead and have a 
vote on the first Bumpers amendment. 
Then we will try to determine what we 
can figure out in the next 30 minutes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2091 
(Purpose: To limit the total amount that 

may be obligated or expended for procure-
ment of the SSN–21, SSN–22, and SSN–23 
Seawolf class submarines) 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senator from 
Arizona is recognized. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment at the desk and I ask 
for its consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN] 

proposes an amendment numbered 2091. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 30, after the matter following line 

24, insert the following: 
SEC. 125. SEAWOLF SUBMARINE PROGRAM. 

(a) LIMITATION OF COSTS.—Except as pro-
vided in subsection (b), the total amount ob-
ligated or expended for procurement of the 
SSN–21, SSN–22, and SSN–23 Seawolf class 
submarines may not exceed $7,187,800,000. 

(b) AUTOMATIC INCREASE OF LIMITATION 
AMOUNT.—The amount of the limitation set 

forth in subsection (a) is increased after fis-
cal year 1995 by the following amounts: 

(1) The amounts of outfitting costs and 
post-delivery costs incurred for the sub-
marines referred to in such subsection. 

(2) The amounts of increases in costs at-
tributable to economic inflation after fiscal 
year 1995. 

(3) The amounts of increases in costs at-
tributable to compliance with changes in 
Federal, State, or local laws enacted after 
fiscal year 1995. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I make a 
point that the Senate is not in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. May we 
have order? 

AMENDMENT NO. 2092 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2091 
(Purpose: To propose an alternative limita-

tion on the amount that may be obligated 
for procurement of the Seawolf class sub-
marines.) 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order the Senator from 
Connecticut is recognized to offer a 
second-degree amendment. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I send a 
second-degree amendment to the desk 
and ask for its consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Connecticut (Mr. DODD) 

proposes an amendment numbered 2092 to 
amendment No. 2091. 

On page 1, line 7, strike out ‘‘$7,187,800,000’’ 
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$7,223,659,000’’. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I make a 
point of order that the Senate is not in 
order. I know the Chair has a problem. 
But these are important amendments, 
and I hope the Chair will keep order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will come to order. 

Mr. DODD. I yield to my colleague 
from Arizona. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President I know 
what my amendment is about. I would 
be prepared to ask my friend from Con-
necticut what his is. But I would like 
to briefly explain mine. 

Last year the Congress adopted an 
amendment to the DOD bill which caps 
the procurement cost for the first two 
Seawolf submarines at $4.75 billion, the 
total amount identified by the Depart-
ment of Defense as necessary to com-
plete construction of these two sys-
tems. 

The amendment was necessary to 
control escalating costs of the pro-
gram. Therefore, I offer an amendment 
to expand the existing cost caps to in-
clude the third Seawolf submarine, the 
provision establishing a procurement 
cost cap of $7.2 billion on the three 
Seawolf submarines. 

The provision allows for the same 
automatic increases for inflation and 
labor law changes as the existing cap. 
It also exempts the future costs of out-
fitting in postdelivery for the sub-
marines. 

These are costs which will undergo 
congressional review and require au-
thorizations and appropriations in the 
future. 

For reasons which are not clear to 
me, the other body this year is recom-
mending a repeal of the cost cap on 
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SSN–21 and SSN–22. I do not believe we 
can allow a return to the uncontrol-
lable cost escalations we have seen on 
the first two submarines. I believe that 
imposing the same strict cost controls 
on the third Seawolf would be to the ad-
vantage of the American taxpayer. 

I yield to my colleague from Con-
necticut. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I thank my 
colleague from Arizona. 

Let me make this very brief. I hap-
pen to agree with my colleague from 
Arizona on this amendment. We dis-
agreed obviously on the previous 
amendment. But the Senator from Ari-
zona is absolutely correct in what he is 
trying to do here. 

We have a second-degree amendment 
that absolutely modifies the amend-
ment being offered by the Senator from 
Arizona—modifies it up by $30 million, 
which I think we can reach agreement 
on here. 

This is a mature program. I think a 
case can be made about cost contain-
ment provisions on defense procure-
ment. In the early stages you ought to 
be somewhat careful about it when you 
are dealing with a mature program. 
That is what this is. This is a mature 
program. I think injecting some fiscal 
discipline into these programs can be 
helpful. 

I am confident that this amendment 
will offer no problems at all. We have 
talked to the contractors and to the 
Navy. We ought to be able to complete 
the program with caps that are sug-
gested by these two amendments. 

So, Mr. President, I hope that there 
will be no need for a rollcall vote on 
this. We think it does the job. 

Again, I support what our colleague 
from Arizona is doing. It is the proper 
and appropriate approach that should 
be taken on matters such as this. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, 
very briefly, we disagree with our 
friend from Arizona whether or not to 
finish the third Seawolf. We do not dis-
agree on the question of whether or not 
there should be a cost cap. There 
should be. I hope we will agree to the 
second-degree amendment. We disagree 
on the question of whether we should 
complete the third Seawolf. The Senate 
has spoken now on that question. 

On the question that the Senator 
from Arizona now raises as to whether 
there should be a cost cap, there is no 
disagreement. Senator DODD and I and 
all the others who support the Seawolf 
feel probably even more strongly that 
there should be a cost cap. 

So I hope we can agree on a number 
and leave it at that. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, before 

we voice vote this, because it has been 
accepted on both sides, I would like to 
extend my congratulations to the two 
Senators from Connecticut and to the 
Senator from Maine on a significant 

victory in maintaining the Seawolf sub-
marine. I obviously strongly disagree. 
But their arguments and the work they 
did indicated that a clear majority of 
the Senate chooses to maintain the 
procurement of this weapons system. 
And I congratulate them on their suc-
cess. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do the 
Senators yield back the remaining 
time? 

Mr. McCAIN. I yield back the time. 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 

would like to thank my friend from Ar-
izona for his gracious statement and 
say to him that, given a choice, I would 
much rather have him on my side than 
against me, having real strength and 
conviction, and this is one of those 
cases where I end up after a fight re-
specting somebody more than I did be-
fore. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I want to 
associate myself with the remarks of 
my colleague from Connecticut. 

My friend from Arizona and I have 
been with each other over these many 
years. And there is no better fighter, 
no more honest Member of our body, no 
person who brings more integrity to a 
debate, and I appreciate how fairly he 
raised this issue and gave us an oppor-
tunity to address it. 

Mr. President, I would also like to 
commend our respective staffs, my col-
league from Connecticut for his staff, 
and mine, Bob Gillcash, who has done a 
tremendous job over the years on these 
issues, this one particularly and many 
others as well. 

I urge adoption of the amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

has been yielded back. The question is 
on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from Connecticut in the sec-
ond degree. 

The amendment (No. 2092) was agreed 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on amendment No. 
2091, as amended. 

The amendment (No. 2091), as amend-
ed, was agreed to. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2094 
(Purpose: To strike the bill’s provision 

concerning Defense Export Loan Guarantees) 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the amendment. 
The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMP-

ERS], for himself, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. SIMON, 
and Mrs. BOXER, proposes an amendment 
numbered 2094. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

Strike line 1 on page 353 through line 16 on 
page 357. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, we 
have a 30-minute agreement on this, 
but perhaps because it is a very 
straightforward, simple amendment, 
we may be able to do it in less time 
than that, and I hope we can. 

Right now, the United States totally 
dominates the foreign arms market. 
We sell 53 percent of all the arms in 
international trade. We also have four 
separate methods of financing these 
sales which help maintain our position 
of dominance. 

First of all, the Arms Export Control 
Act allows the President to commit the 
U.S. Government to a loan guarantee 
or a grant. 

Second the Export-Import Bank can 
finance any sale of technology as long 
as it is nonlethal. So we sell a lot of 
military hardware to countries that 
are financed by the Export-Import 
Bank. 

Third we have foreign military fi-
nancing which is a part of the foreign 
aid bill. We pick out the countries and 
give them grants to buy our weapons. 
We say here is $1 billion for you and $1 
billion for you. Come and buy whatever 
weapons you want until you use up 
that $1 billion. We can also subsidize 
loans with this program. 

Fourth we have foreign military 
sales. Under this program the U.S. 
Government or a U.S. company sells 
arms to a foreign government. 

The bill we are debating says four 
methods of financing arms are not 
enough. We have to have another one. 
And it directs with virtually no guid-
ance the Defense Department to set up 
a program exactly like OPIC. Senators 
know what OPIC is. You pay a little fee 
and you get your loan guarantee. 

That is all there is to this amend-
ment. I say four is enough. Let me read 
you though just for entertainment pur-
poses a list of the countries that arms 
sales merchants in this country will be 
selling arms to by simply paying a 
small fee to this new organization that 
the Defense Department is ordered 
under the bill to set up. 

You are not looking at another S&L 
scandal, but you are looking at some-
thing that has the potential for a mini- 
S&L. We just got through writing off 
$7.1 billion to Egypt and $300 million to 
Jordan. 

I do not want to refight those battles, 
but how do you feel about Burundi? Do 
you want to give loan guarantees to 
them? They already buy weapons from 
us. 

Here is a list of roughly 100 countries 
that the contractors, the arms mer-
chants of this already country sell 
arms to. 

Now, the arms merchants are hot for 
this, and I do not blame them. How 
would you like to be able to sell $100 
million worth of weapons to some 
Third World nation where 50 percent of 
the people are starving to death for a 
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little simple fee you pay on the front 
end? 

Incidentally, there is not even a pro-
hibition in this against financing the 
fee. Let us assume you have a $10 mil-
lion sale. Let us assume the fee is 
$500,000. Just add that on. Make it a 
$10.5 million loan. Finance the whole 
thing. There is no prohibition against 
it. 

But here is Burundi, Chad, Djibouti, 
Mali, Niger, Nigeria, Namibia, Senegal, 
Zambia, Zimbabwe—100 of them. And 
someday in the future they will pay a 
little fee, and we will sell arms to them 
on credit. And the American taxpayer 
will assume the risk. 

Now, Mr. President, I have a moral 
compunction about this. I make no 
bones about it. I have some moral res-
ervation about how many arms we sell 
abroad. We keep forgetting that our 
weapons last longer than our friend-
ships. 

Do you know where the contras down 
in Nicaragua got most of their arms? 
They were the arms we left in Viet-
nam. The Vietnamese inherited a cache 
of weapons that would choke a mule, 
and a lot of them went to the contras 
in Nicaragua. What happened to all the 
Stingers we sent to Afghanistan? Why, 
our good friends the Iranians have 
about 30 of them. 

As I said, we sell 53 percent of all the 
arms sold in the world, and the Pen-
tagon estimates by the year 2004 we 
will be selling 59 percent. That is 59 
percent of all the arms sales, and some-
body will say, ‘‘Well, if we don’t do it, 
somebody else will.’’ I heard that argu-
ment the first year I was in the Senate, 
and I still hear it. I say let someone 
else then. 

This may influence some of you—The 
White House strongly supports this 
amendment. The administration does 
not want another method of financing 
weapons. And the Pentagon says this 
can only marginally affect the number 
of weapons that we are going to be sell-
ing abroad. 

Mr. President, in 1993–1995, that time 
period, we sold $53 billion worth of 
weapons. Let me ask you this: Who 
here believes that this Nation is safer 
and stronger because we are selling 
anywhere from $10- to $20 billion worth 
of weapons abroad each year? 

Now, Mr. President, let me say to my 
colleagues this is not the biggest item 
in this bill, but it is just another provi-
sion in which we ought not to get in-
volved. I promise you we are going to 
be financing weapons to countries, and 
we are going to be forgiving the debts. 
We are going to be picking up all these 
bad loans. It is a very generous meth-
od. And there are a lot of Third World 
countries that will jump on this thing 
like a chicken after a June bug, and ob-
viously the arms merchants will be 
tickled to death to sell the weapons. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor and reserve the remainder of 
my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. President, the Bumpers amend-
ment proposes to strike the language 
in the bill creating a self-financing de-
fense export loan guarantee program at 
the Department of Defense. I under-
score the fact that it is self-financing. 
All of the Members who support this 
measure also have a moral compass. 
The program provides financing to a 
very select list of countries for defense 
sales that meet all, all of the existing 
export controls and nonproliferation 
policies of the United States. 

It is also important to note that this 
authority is not limited strictly to 
arms. In many cases American compa-
nies lose bids to maintain or upgrade 
previously sold U.S. military equip-
ment because they cannot offer financ-
ing. The program in the defense au-
thorization bill will allow U.S. compa-
nies and American workers to compete 
on a level playing field with our inter-
national competitors. 

Today, almost every major arms ex-
porter provides financing to support 
the export of their domestic products 
and services. Indeed, some purchasers 
now make financing a requirement be-
fore a company can bid on a proposed 
purchase. The program is financed by 
fees paid by the buyer or the seller. 

The list of eligible countries—and it 
was interesting Senator BUMPERS went 
down a list of a number of countries, 
but the list of eligible countries is lim-
ited to our NATO allies, nonmajor al-
lies, Central European countries mov-
ing toward democracy, and selected 
members of the Asian-Pacific Eco-
nomic Cooperation Group. Of the 185 
members of United Nations, we only 
allow 37 countries to be eligible for 
these loan guarantees. 

I would ask unanimous consent that 
the list of these 37 countries be printed 
in the record. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

LIST OF ELIGIBLE COUNTRIES 
1. Albania. 
2. Australia. 
3. Belgium. 
4. Brunei. 
5. Bulgaria. 
6. Canada. 
7. Czech. 
8. Denmark. 
9. Egypt. 
10. France. 
11. Germany. 
12. Greece. 
13. Hong Kong. 
14. Hungary. 
15. Iceland. 
16. Indonesia. 
17. Israel. 
18. Italy. 
19. Japan. 

20. Luxembourg. 
21. Malaysia. 
22. Netherlands. 
23. New Zealand. 
24. Norway. 
25. Philippines. 
26. Poland. 
27. Portugal. 
28. Romania. 
29. Singapore. 
30. Slovakia. 
31. Slovenia. 
32. South Korea. 
33. Spain. 
34. Taiwan. 
35. Thailand. 
36. Turkey. 
37. U.K. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. When similar 
legislation was proposed 2 years ago, 
the Commerce Department and the De-
partment of Defense expressed support 
for the export loan guarantee program. 
The American companies continue to 
lay off thousands of defense workers 
each month. This program will help us 
avoid paying unemployment to defense 
workers and help us preserve the U.S. 
defense industrial base. 

That is a winning combination. At a 
time when U.S. procurement of mili-
tary equipment has reached all-time 
lows and we are all familiar with that 
in basics such as ships, planes, and 
trucks, it makes sense to sell these 
systems to our friends and our allies 
assuming those countries qualify for 
the equipment under our existing ex-
port controls. 

Now, the House-passed defense au-
thorization bill includes similar lan-
guage, and in a strong bipartisan vote 
the House voted 276–152 to keep the 
language in the bill. So, I urge my col-
leagues to reject the Bumpers amend-
ment and allow us to have this sort of 
bridge for our defense contractors and 
American workers. 

With that, Mr. President, I would re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DODD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time to the Senator from Con-
necticut. 

Mr. THURMOND. How much time do 
you want? 

Mr. DODD. Three minutes, 4 minutes. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

yield the Senator from Connecticut 3 
minutes. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise to 
oppose the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS]. 

Mr. President, I do not believe that 
section 1053—defense export loan guar-
antees—should be deleted or amended 
in any way. 

I believe the language in the bill 
strikes the right balance. It authorizes 
the Secretary of Defense to establish a 
program to issue export guarantees for 
financing of sales or long term leases of 
defense articles or services to certain 
countries. 

Under the provision contained in the 
bill, U.S. companies would be eligible 
to seek export financing guarantees to 
countries that are members of NATO, 
to countries designated as major non- 
NATO allies, to countries in Central 
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Europe, provided the Secretary of 
State has first designated such country 
as having a democratic government, 
and to certain non-communist member 
countries of the Asia Pacific Economic 
Cooperation [APEC] organization. 

This financing won’t be free. Compa-
nies will be required to pay appropriate 
fees and interest charges comparable to 
those that non-defense exporters are 
charged by the U.S. Export/Import 
Bank. 

During a period of reduced funding 
for purchases of weapons systems and 
other defense equipment, I believe that 
defense exports can make a significant 
difference with respect to whether our 
domestic industrial base will be sus-
tained at levels sufficient to protect 
our national security. 

I would remind my colleagues that 
we are not going to be the first country 
to offer such a program. We are way be-
hind our allies and major trading part-
ners on that score. Many of them make 
no distinction between defense and 
non-defense exports in their export as-
sistance programs. 

The international defense market is 
incredibly competitive. Despite the 
fact that the U.S. defense industry pro-
duces some of the best equipment in 
the world, competitive financing can 
make or break the sale. 

Since 1989, I have been trying to con-
vince my colleagues that we have got 
to equip our defense exporters so that 
they can compete on a level playing 
field. 

In 1989, I was successful in getting a 
much narrower defense export financ-
ing program operational for 1 year—fis-
cal year 1990. During the brief life of 
that program, a United States com-
pany—Sikorsky won a highly competi-
tive contract to sell Black Hawk heli-
copters to Turkey. 

That sale totalled $1 billion and en-
abled some people in my State to re-
main employed who might otherwise 
have lost their jobs—that is not to say 
that significant numbers of Con-
necticut workers haven’t been severely 
impacted by defense spending cut 
backs. 

The time has come to stop treating 
Americans employed in the defense in-
dustry like second class citizens. They 
deserve comparable support from their 
Government as they struggle to feed 
their families and pay their bills. 

The provision that the Arms Services 
Committee included in the pending bill 
has been carefully crafted so as not to 
impinge on U.S. Export/Import Bank fi-
nancing. It will be a program operated 
in the Department of Defense. 

Nor should my colleagues be con-
cerned that somehow we will be fueling 
the arms race with this program. No 
sale under this program will go forward 
until it has been fully vetted by all ap-
propriate agencies to ensure that the 
sale is in the national interest. 

Mr. President, I believe that it is 
long past time for such a program to 
exist and I strongly oppose the amend-
ment offered by Senator BUMPERS to 
prevent that from happening. 

To sum up, for my colleagues, this is 
an area where the Senator from Idaho 
and I are in full agreement. In fact, be-
fore he arrived in the Senate this was 
an issue of great interest to me. As I 
mentioned earlier, in 1989, I was suc-
cessful in having a very modest, 1 year, 
defense export financing provision in-
cluded in the fiscal year 1990 Foreign 
Operations Appropriations Act. In the 1 
year that this provision was in effect it 
made a significant difference. 

I believe we have to be pragmatic 
about these matters. If every other 
country would back away from this 
kind of financing, then there would be 
no reason for us to be establishing such 
a program. But that isn’t likely to hap-
pen anytime soon. I can personally tell 
my colleagues that other nations en-
gage in very supportive financing 
schemes to assist their defense indus-
tries. 

As to the assertion that this provi-
sion will permit the sales of arms all 
around the world, I would say to my 
colleagues that is not accurate. I per-
sonally would not support a blanket 
authorization to finance the sale of de-
fense equipment to every country 
around the globe. 

The provision in the bill does not 
propose that approach. As I said ear-
lier, the provision limits access to such 
financing to a select number of coun-
tries, including NATO allies, major 
non-NATO allies, certain non-com-
munist members of APEC, and several 
democratic countries in Central Eu-
rope, provided they remain on the 
democratic track. 

Moreover, I would say to my col-
leagues, at a time when we are reduc-
ing defense expenditures for obvious 
reasons, an intelligent, well-thought- 
out financing scheme makes sense. It 
allows us to market defense equipment 
to nations with strong democratic in-
stitutions, who are our allies. It is a 
way of maintaining an industrial base 
without having to go the taxpayers in 
this country to support it. 

The Senator from Idaho has been in-
volved in this for some time. My col-
league from Connecticut and I have 
met with numerous people over the 
years on this issue. I will tell you, in 
1989, had this body not supported the 
particular effort we made, we would 
have lost a $1 billion contract to the 
French or the Germans. I am telling 
you from personal experience, that a 
program such as the one proposed in 
this bill can make a difference. 

So with all due respect to my col-
league from Arkansas, these are not 
Third World countries and not a whole-
sale financing scheme to any corpora-
tion that comes along. Nor is it meant 
to be in competition with the Export- 
Import Bank. 

If we fail to approve this program, we 
put in possible jeopardy the industrial 
base of our country. So for those rea-
sons, I respectfully urge the rejection 
of the amendment offered by Senator 
BUMPERS. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise to oppose the amendment offered 

by my distinguished colleague, Senator 
BUMPERS, of Arkansas. It would remove 
a very important program from the bill 
we have discussed in our committee 
and on the floor for the last several 
years. 

According to studies conducted by 
the Office of Technology Assessment 
and others, the defense industry is lay-
ing off 20,000 workers every month and 
will continue to do so every month 
throughout the decade. One way to pre-
serve these jobs is to help our indus-
tries export more defense products to 
our friends and allies. Export loan 
guarantees is the one way to put U.S. 
defense contractors on a level playing 
field with our foreign competitors. 

Other countries such as France and 
Great Britain provide such finance 
guarantees to their industries, and we 
should do likewise. The loan guarantee 
program establishing section 1053 is a 
no-cost program for U.S. taxpayers. 
The eligible countries are restricted to 
37 of our allies and friends, and the 
controls on the sales of sensitive tech-
nologies are in no way relaxed. 

I urge my colleagues to reject this 
amendment. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from South Carolina yield? 

Mr. THURMOND. How long? 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. No more than 5 

minutes. 
Mr. THURMOND. Can you go with 

less than that? 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. I will try my best. 
Mr. THURMOND. I yield 3 minutes. 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. The Senator is a 

tough negotiator. I thank the Senator 
from South Carolina. 

As my colleagues before me have 
said, I thank the Senator from Idaho 
for his leadership on this. 

I oppose the amendment offered by 
Senator BUMPERS. The point is that 
this is an attempt to help the defense 
industry of our country and our defense 
workers whose jobs are endangered for 
a reason that we are happy about, the 
end of the cold war. But they are not 
happy about it. And we ought to try 
the keep that base alive by helping 
them sell abroad. 

The fact is that there is no source of 
export financing for arms exports 
available to American firms except at 
high commercial rates. The fact is that 
other countries are helping their firms 
dramatically with financing. I can give 
you one example. In Connecticut, 
where a Connecticut company actually 
moved over 70 good jobs from Con-
necticut to Canada in order to qualify 
for the export financing that the Cana-
dian Government offers. 

Mr. President, this program is not 
only self-financing but it is limited. 
Let me come back to the references 
that my friend from Arkansas made to 
Burundi and Chad and Senegal and 
Zambia, et cetera, et cetera. High-risk 
countries are ruled out of participation 
in this program under this law. I refer 
my friend from Arkansas to section 
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2540 of the bill. You have to be a mem-
ber of NATO. You have to be a country 
designated as a major non-NATO ally. I 
think we are thinking here of countries 
like Israel. You have to be a country in 
Central Europe that has changed its 
form of government, and you have to 
be a non-communist country that was 
a member nation of the Asian Pacific 
Economic Cooperation group, which in-
cludes countries like Korea, Singapore, 
et cetera. This is a good program: self- 
financing; protect jobs; protect the 
military industrial base. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. REID addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada. 
PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. REID. I would ask if everyone 
would withhold while I ask for the 
unanimous-consent request. 

I ask unanimous consent that Larry 
Ferderber a congressional fellow as-
signed to my office be allowed floor 
privileges during the pendency of the 
action. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, in just 
a moment I will yield to my good 
friend from Maryland, but I just want 
to make a couple of points. 

You know, the Senator from Con-
necticut just talked about jobs. I have 
to tell you this is one place where I 
consider that the worst of all argu-
ments is to create jobs so we can sell 
weapons abroad. 

As I said, those weapons always have 
a tendency to get into terrorist hands. 
They get into all kinds of hands. They 
wind up half the time being used 
against us. And in addition to that, an 
awful lot of the arms sales in this 
country are quid pro quo. We will sell 
you so many weapons, but we will also 
create so many jobs in your country 
that would otherwise be in the United 
States. It is a trade-off. 

And when it comes to who is credit-
worthy, you have Mexico. We are bail-
ing them out right now. They are eligi-
ble to buy weapons under this. Chile, 
they are eligible. All of the Pacific rim, 
37 nations on here. I promise you even 
some of those nations in Central Eu-
rope are lousy credit risks. They are 
fine and we wish them well, but they 
are a lousy credit risk. We have no 
business setting up yet a fifth way to 
sell weapons in addition to the four we 
already have. 

Finally, let me just read this White 
House position for whatever this is 
worth to my colleagues. 

‘‘The bill would require the Secretary of 
Defense to establish a program to issue loan 
guarantees and surety against losses arising 
from the financing of defense exports to cer-
tain countries. The administration opposes 
this program because the administration has 
not found it necessary given the availability 
of existing authority for transactions of this 
type and the substantial American presence 
in international markets for military equip-
ment.’’ 

Mr. President, I yield 4 minutes to 
my distinguished friend from Mary-
land, Mr. SARBANES. 

Mr. SARBANES addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland. 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise 

in very strong support of the Bumpers 
amendment. I hear all these assertions 
by the opponents of this amendment 
that it is necessary in order to make 
the United States competitive in the 
arms market. The fact of the matter is, 
the United States absolutely domi-
nates the international arms market 
right now—right now—and the U.S. 
percentage of the world’s arms market 
has increased markedly over the last 
few years, ever since the implosion of 
the Soviet Union and other develop-
ments that have taken place. 

So I say to my colleagues, first of all, 
the assertion that you need this pro-
gram in order to be able to sell the 
arms does not square with the facts. 
The reality is we dominate the inter-
national arms market. 

Second, I hear it asserted in some 
way as though there is no risk here. I 
think the term ‘‘self-financing’’ was 
used as though this thing is absolutely 
certain to pay its way. Clearly, that is 
not the case. Why are they seeking a 
Government guarantee? They are seek-
ing a Government guarantee in order 
to insure against the risk which they 
otherwise would encounter in the pri-
vate market. So, obviously, there is 
some risk connected with these arms 
sales; in some instances, potentially 
very heavy and substantial risks. 

As my colleague from Arkansas has 
pointed out, there are a series of pro-
grams right now to encourage these 
arms sales. Others say what these 
other countries do. None of these other 
countries have anything like a foreign 
military loan program and a foreign 
military gift program the way the 
United States does. So we are already 
making very substantial provision for 
arms sales. Of course, those programs 
are very tightly controlled and cir-
cumscribed to ensure that the national 
interests of the United States are pro-
vided for. 

The administration has not sought 
this. It is my understanding that the 
Pentagon—in fact, I will ask my col-
league from Arkansas, is it, in fact, 
correct that the Department of Defense 
is resistant to this proposal? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Absolutely. The De-
fense Department says it is not needed, 
and the administration says it is not 
needed. As the Senator said, we have 53 
percent of the arms market now, head-
ed for 59. It is not as though we are not 
competitive. 

Mr. SARBANES. That is the world-
wide market. If you isolate some of the 
areas, including some of the areas that 
are covered in this bill, the U.S. per-
centage rises substantially over that. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Exponentially. 
Mr. SARBANES. A lot of the places 

that it does not, a lot of the NATO pro-
ducers make their own arms. You 

standardize their products and you di-
rect that to meet their standardization 
purposely. 

Some of the countries provided for 
here are high-risk countries—a country 
in Central Europe that recently 
changed its form of national govern-
ment. Financially, those are high-risk 
countries. Some of the Asian countries 
carry risks with them. 

I am not quite clear where this comes 
from. The administration does not 
want it. They are not proposing it. 
They are resistant to it. We dominate 
the arms market. I can understand the 
makers of arms want as many under-
writes as they can possibly find. I 
think that is a given, and Members will 
recognize that. But whether it is wise 
to use money this way and to incur 
these kinds of risks by these guaran-
tees, obviously there is a risk con-
nected, and the provision recognizes 
that. To get up and assert somehow 
that this is a freebie, in every respect 
defies the basic rationale of the provi-
sion that is in the bill. 

So I urge my colleagues to support 
the Bumpers amendment. We ought not 
to start down this path. We have dealt 
with this issue before. 

Let me simply say this. The last time 
we had such a provision in the law, it 
was extended out to cover other coun-
tries as well. When it first comes before 
you, it gives you a short list. Then the 
next year that list gets added to. Then 
the year after that, it gets added to. 
And pretty soon they say, ‘‘Well, we 
have to make this comprehensive now. 
We have covered so many countries 
that there is an insult connected with 
leaving a country out from this pro-
gram.’’ So then you make it com-
prehensive. 

That is exactly what will happen—I 
am prepared to predict that on the 
floor tonight—if this provision stays in 
the legislation. I hope my colleagues 
will support the Bumpers amendment. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to oppose the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. BUMPERS] that would eliminate 
the defense export loan guarantee pro-
vision in this bill. 

I believe that the loan guarantee pro-
vision will help maintain and may help 
to create jobs as our Nation reduces de-
fense spending here at home. By aiding 
the sale of ‘‘made in the USA’’ military 
items to our close allies, we can lessen 
the pain of defense downsizing for hun-
dreds of thousands of defense and aero-
space workers across the country. 

The entire Nation and, in particular, 
my home State of California, has been 
hard hit by defense downsizing, not to 
mention the recent base realignment 
and closure list. Hundreds of thousands 
of defense related jobs have been lost in 
California in the last 2 years, and this 
number is sadly expected to rise. 

Continued exports of defense goods is 
vital to maintaining California’s indus-
trial resources. We can help to ease the 
transition for defense and aerospace 
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workers by providing these loan guar-
antees, by establishing defense conver-
sion programs, and through other ini-
tiatives. It is our duty to help in any 
way we can to provide good, high-qual-
ity jobs for the hundreds of thousands 
of dedicated workers who have contrib-
uted to U.S. national security. 

The defense export loan guarantee 
provision in this bill does not, in any 
way, eliminate the many existing safe-
guards that protect against risky pro-
liferation. Loan guarantees would be 
limited to friendly countries specified 
in the bill—including our NATO allies, 
major non-NATO allies, the democratic 
states of Eastern Europe, and the mem-
ber nations of Asia Pacific Economic 
Cooperation [APFC]. Further, congres-
sional oversight of these foreign mili-
tary sales would not be lessened. All 
foreign military sales would still have 
to be reviewed by Congress as required 
by the Arms Export Control Act. 

This defense export loan guarantee 
program offers an opportunity to assist 
our defense workers and improve our 
economy. I strongly believe that this 
provision is vital to our defense and 
aerospace industry and is essential to 
the preservation of hundreds of thou-
sands of high-quality, good paying jobs 
in California and throughout the Na-
tion. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
provision and oppose the Bumpers 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
Idaho. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I 
thank the chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee for his courtesy. 

We continually hear references to a 
variety of countries. I just want to 
drive the point home. The list of the 37 
countries that are eligible for these 
loan guarantees are allies and friends— 
allies and friends. You can keep read-
ing all the countries all night long, but 
there are only 37 that are eligible, and 
also those 37 countries come under the 
entire export control and nonprolifera-
tion policy of the United States. 

This language simply grants the au-
thority to the administration to allow 
the loan guarantees. It does not require 
the administration to do so. It is an au-
thority to do so. 

So, Mr. President, again, I urge my 
colleagues to reject this amendment 
because the language is here that is 
going to finally accomplish what we 
have been setting out to do for a num-
ber of years. 

With that, I yield back the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
yield the remaining 3 minutes to the 
distinguished Senator from Con-
necticut. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished chairman of 
the Senate Armed Services Committee. 

I must say that I do not understand 
the opposition to this program that the 

Senator from Idaho and I and the Sen-
ator from Colorado have sponsored. We 
have the model for this in the private 
sector. It is the Eximbank, and it 
works very well to put American com-
panies on a level playing field and pro-
tect American jobs. 

Look, if somehow we were on the 
verge of achieving disarmament world-
wide, I would say we should not be the 
only country out there selling weap-
ons. The fact is, there is an active arms 
market worldwide. Why tie one hand 
behind our manufacturers when they 
go out to compete with other coun-
tries’ manufacturers for contracts? 

The fact is that we have a lot on the 
line. We have some defense companies 
that could close up and make our coun-
try less secure in the future, undercut 
our industrial base. The fact is, we 
could lose thousands of jobs without 
this kind of support. So I do not apolo-
gize. I think this is just giving the De-
partment of Defense an asset to protect 
defense companies and the people who 
work for them and put us on an even 
playing field with other manufacturers 
around the world. 

My friend from Idaho is absolutely 
right. Everything done here must be li-
censed under the Export Administra-
tion. There is no danger of prolifera-
tion in that sense. And I come back 
and say, Mexico was mentioned by the 
Senator from Arkansas, Chile was men-
tioned. They simply would not qualify. 
Of those 37 countries, the program me-
chanics are structured so that defaults 
are very, very unlikely. 

I think this bill is good for America’s 
national security and good for those 
who work in America and will not at 
all increase the proliferation of weap-
ons throughout the world. 

I thank the Chair. I hope my col-
leagues will vote against the amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. THURMOND. Since time has ex-
pired on both sides, I ask for the yeas 
and nays on this amendment. 

Mr. BUMPERS. How much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arkansas has 1 minute. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 

heard some ingenuous arguments, but 
the Senator from Connecticut saying 
we need to level the playing field when 
we already have 53 percent of the mar-
ket headed for 60 percent is ingenuous. 
I do not know how much more you can 
level this field. 

But I would like to ask, on my time, 
the Senator from Idaho to tell me one 
country that we are going to finance 
under this provision that cannot buy 
weapons right now and to which you 
would want to provide loan guarantees. 
Name one. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. If the Senator 
will yield, Greece and Turkey are two 
countries. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Why can they not 
buy weapons now? 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. They need to fi-
nance it, and they are allies. 

Mr. BUMPERS. They cannot afford 
the weapons so we are going to sell 
them with loan guarantees under this 
new program? 

Mr. SARBANES. If the Senator will 
yield, both of those countries receive 
financing under the foreign military 
loan program, with all of the condi-
tions and restraints of that program. 
Both of those countries receive financ-
ing under that currently. 

Mr. BUMPERS. And military financ-
ing. We have given both of those coun-
tries billions of dollars of weapons over 
the years under the foreign aid bill. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, 
to conclude, Greece and Turkey are al-
lies, and I am proud to stand with the 
American workers that would provide 
necessary materials to our allies. 

Mr. BUMPERS. The whole reason 
this provision should be struck from 
the bill is because the only countries 
that need it are those whose credit is 
so bad that they cannot get weapons 
under the four existing programs for 
selling military equipment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
Bumpers amendment No. 2094. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from North Dakota [Mr. DORGAN] 
is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote. 

The result was announced—yeas 41, 
nays 58, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 357 Leg.] 

YEAS—41 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Domenici 
Exon 
Feingold 

Ford 
Glenn 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hatfield 
Hollings 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lautenberg 

Leahy 
Levin 
McCain 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Pryor 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 

NAYS—58 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dole 
Faircloth 
Feinstein 

Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Grams 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McConnell 
Murkowski 

Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
Pressler 
Robb 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 
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NOT VOTING—1 

Dorgan 

So the amendment (No. 2094) was re-
jected. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, as we 
debate the fiscal year 1996 National De-
fense authorization bill, I want to join 
with my friend and colleague, the dis-
tinguished junior Senator from Idaho, 
in commending the Navy for its suc-
cessful utilization of the Small Busi-
ness Innovation Research Program in 
its development of the multipurpose 
processor. The multipurpose processor 
will be used to reduce risk and provide 
affordable technology for the new nu-
clear submarine, which will be devel-
oped within the next few years, as well 
as for the current U.S. submarine fleet. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I 
agree with my colleague, the distin-
guished senior Senator from Virginia. 
The American people demand that we 
continually look for the most cost ef-
fective solutions to our problems. That 
fact is particularly true with regard to 
Defense spending. The multipurpose 
processor is truly a cost effective and 
worthwhile program. It will provide 
our submarine fleet with a common 
open system processor which allows 
rapid insertion of advancing tech-
nologies while also protecting our pre-
vious investments in complex software. 
I therefore join with Senator WARNER 
in commending the Navy for its initia-
tive and leadership in this area. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from Idaho, 
with whom I have the distinct pleasure 
of serving on both the Armed Services 
and the Small Business Committees. It 
is indeed noteworthy that the two of us 
are engaging in this colloquy because 
the multipurpose processor program 
combines the best interests of our Na-
tion’s defense with those of American 
small business. Many innovative prod-
ucts developed by small business have 
contributed significantly to the 
strength of our Armed Forces over the 
years and I trust, with continued con-
gressional support for the Small Busi-
ness Innovation Research Program, 
they will continue to do so well into 
the future. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I 
agree with my colleague on that point 
as well. The continued success of 
American small business is vitally im-
portant to the economic health of our 
Nation. The multipurpose processor 
program is an important example of 
how a small business, Digital System 
Resources, Inc., has made an important 
contribution to the Nation’s defense. 
Appropriately, American small busi-
ness should be given every opportunity 
to continue to make contributions to 
the national defense as well as to the 
other sectors of our economy. 

MEDICARE—ELIGIBLE MILITARY RETIREES 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, the 

Defense authorization bill now before 
the Senate contains the following pro-
vision: 

‘‘(1) * * * the Secretary of Defense 
should develop a program to ensure 
that covered beneficiaries who are eli-
gible for Medicare * * * and who reside 
in a region in which the TRICARE pro-
gram has been implemented have ade-
quate access to health care services 
after the implementation of the 
TRICARE program in that region; and 

‘‘(2) to support strongly, as a means 
of ensuring such access, the reimburse-
ment of the Department of Defense by 
the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services for health care services pro-
vided such beneficiaries at the medical 
treatment facilities of the Department 
of Defense.’’ 

Our military retirees are entitled to 
the medical benefits which they have 
been promised. When the TRICARE 
system is fully implemented, Medicare- 
eligible military retirees can receive 
care in military hospitals only on a 
space available basis. Consequently, 
these retirees are being put at the back 
of the line and in some cases must 
change health care providers after 
years of care in military treatment fa-
cilities. I am very concerned about 
this. 

There must be an alternative to the 
current situation. Medicare funds 
should be transferred from the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services to 
the Department of Defense, so Medi-
care-eligible retirees will be able to use 
military health care facilities, with the 
costs covered by their Medicare bene-
fits. I urge the approval of this legisla-
tion. 
CIVILIAN MANPOWER AND AIRLIFT OPERATIONS 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise to 

enter into a colloquy with the distin-
guished majority leader and the chair-
man of the committee. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, if my 
friend from Connecticut would yield. I 
am aware of the issue the Senator 
seeks to discuss and would be happy to 
enter into a colloquy on this matter. 

Mr. DODD. I thank my colleague for 
his time. It is my understanding that 
the committee staff has reviewed the 
measure and has approved it. Specifi-
cally, this amendment seeks to restore 
funding to the Air Force Reserve oper-
ations and maintenance account for 
restoration of funds for civilian man-
power and airlift operations support. 

The U.S. Air Force Reserve has his-
torically provided service-wide critical 
airlift and logistics support to our na-
tional defense. A perfect example of 
this effort is the medical airlift capa-
bility for our forces. With over 70 per-
cent of our national medical aircrew 
manpower coming from the active Air 
Force Reserves, reductions in oper-
ation and maintenance at this point 
seems unreasonable. 

Mr. DOLE. I have to agree with my 
colleague. I think Members would be 
interested to know that almost 45 per-

cent of all heavy lift performed by the 
Air Force is provided by Air Force Re-
serves crewmembers. Another 25 per-
cent occupy tactical airlift cockpits. 
There is no question where our Nation 
turns in time or need for airlift sup-
port. 

Mr. DODD. I could not agree more. 
The Air Force Reserve is the very 
backbone of our national airlift and I 
ask my colleagues to join with me in 
this amendment to restore the nec-
essary and requested funds to maintain 
this vital program. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleagues for raising this 
important issue. I had previously di-
rected the respective committee staff 
to review this matter and have in-
cluded a funding adjustment in the 
manager’s amendment. This adjust-
ment would add $10 million to the Air 
Force Reserve account and reduce the 
Department of Defense wide activities 
by $10 million. 

Mr. DODD. I thank my colleague and 
good friend from South Carolina. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I join my 
friend from Connecticut in thanking 
the distinguished Senator and chair-
man of the committee for his coopera-
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, if I could 
have my colleagues’ attention? 

If I can just suggest the absence after 
quorum for 1 minute, we are about to 
type out the consent agreement. If we 
can reach an agreement there will be 
no more votes this evening. If not, we 
will just have to work through it. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me in-
dicate to my colleagues that there will 
probably be additional votes tonight. 
There will be an amendment by Sen-
ator COHEN, 30 minutes equally di-
vided—15 equally divided. 

Mr. FORD. On what? 
Mr. COHEN. This is on the ABM 

Treaty. 
Mr. NUNN. I did not hear the request. 
Mr. DOLE. Fifteen minutes equally 

divided on a Cohen amendment. 
Is there any objection to that? 
Mr. NUNN. I would suggest 30 min-

utes because most people on this side 
have not read the amendment. 

Mr. DOLE. Thirty minutes equally 
divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. DOLE. No second-degree amend-

ments. That would be followed by an 
amendment by the Senator from Geor-
gia, Senator NUNN. As I understand, 
there is not any time agreement on 
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that so we do not know when that vote 
will come. So that we will do those two 
tonight at least. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
This is the time agreement we want-

ed to obtain earlier. We could not do 
that. So I ask unanimous consent that 
tomorrow morning, after consultation 
with the managers—they can deter-
mine when to bring it up—Senator 
THURMOND be recognized to offer an 
amendment regarding title XXXI of the 
bill; that immediately after the read-
ing of the amendment, Senator EXON 
be recognized to offer a second-degree 
amendment to the Thurmond amend-
ment, and that there be 45 minutes of 
debate under the control of Senator 
THURMOND and 90 minutes of debate 
under the control of Senator EXON; fur-
ther, that following the expiration or 
yielding of time, the Exon amendment 
be laid aside and Senator REID be rec-
ognized to offer his amendment on trit-
ium on which there be 60 minutes, to 
be divided 40 minutes under the control 
of Senator REID and 20 minutes under 
the control of Senator THURMOND; and 
following that debate, the amendment 
be laid aside and Senator MCCAIN be 
recognized to offer an amendment on 
competition, on which there be 10 min-
utes for debate, to be equally divided in 
the usual form; to be followed by a vote 
on or in relation to the Exon amend-
ment, to be followed by a vote on or in 
relation to the Reid amendment, to be 
followed by a vote on or in relation to 
the McCain amendment, to be followed 
by a vote on the THURMOND amend-
ment, as amended, if amended. 

So we are talking about four amend-
ments. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, everything is right 
except in the transcription, 45 should 
be 70 under the control of Senator 
THURMOND— 90 and 70. 

Mr. DOLE. I said 90— 
Mr. BRYAN. Seventy, Mr. Leader, 

under the control of Senator THUR-
MOND. 

Mr. DOLE. Did I short him? Good. I 
gave him 45 minutes. 

He wants 70. 
Mr. REID. We talked about that all 

night. 
Mr. DOLE. Make that 70 instead of 

45. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. Hopefully, when this hap-
pens tomorrow sometime, we will not 
take all this time, but we may. That 
would be 3 hours plus four votes. You 
are talking about a big, big time. 

I would also ask consent—to accom-
modate Senator BUMPERS —that fol-
lowing the disposition of this agree-
ment, whenever it occurs, the previous 
unanimous consent, Senator BUMPERS 
offer his amendment on defense fire-
walls, 1 hour of debate to be equally di-
vided in the usual form, no second-de-
gree amendment be in order, and that 
following the conclusion or yielding 
back of time, the Senate vote on or in 
relation to the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. Now, I might say to my 
colleagues, I know there are dozens of 
amendments out there. We are trying 
to accommodate those who have the 
shortest times. If we have 20 minutes 
equally divided or 30 minutes, we will 
try to rotate back and forth. It seems 
to me, if we are going to finish the bill, 
if everybody gets 2 hours, 3 hours, 4 
hours, it is going to be 4 o’clock tomor-
row afternoon before we take up 2 or 3 
amendments here, and we cannot be on 
this bill Saturday. 

I am not certain when we will get 
back on the bill. Senator THURMOND 
needs to leave tomorrow for an impor-
tant family matter on Saturday. We 
will have votes on Saturday. We will be 
on at least one or two appropriations 
bills. If we should, by some miracle, 
finish this bill early tomorrow, we 
could go to Treasury-Postal tomorrow 
evening. If not, that will begin hope-
fully about 9 o’clock on Saturday 
morning. And there are two amend-
ments there that may require some de-
bate. Beyond that, it should not take 
very long, according to the managers. 

Following that, it would be our in-
tention either to move to welfare or to 
the Work Opportunity Act, or the Inte-
rior Appropriations bill. 

So somebody asked me, what about 
Saturday. We have been saying for the 
last 2 weeks there will be votes on this 
Saturday and tomorrow. The day after 
tomorrow is Saturday, and there will 
be votes on Saturday, August 5. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2089 
Mr. COHEN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maine. 
Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I have an 

amendment at the desk which origi-
nally was designated as being cospon-
sored by Senator NUNN. That was in 
error. Senator NUNN is not a cosponsor 
of the amendment that I sent to the 
desk, and so I would ask unanimous 
consent that his name be withdrawn as 
a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I have re-
quested that the entire amendment not 
be read, but let me just point to the 
basic purpose behind the amendment 
and some of the pertinent language. 

Mr. President, we had extended de-
bate during the course of the morning 
and afternoon dealing with the ABM 
Treaty. Senator LEVIN spent, I believe, 
roughly 6 or 7 hours debating this 
issue. And I think it has been resolved 
on a close vote but nonetheless re-
solved. 

I had intended and now do offer this 
amendment for the purpose of at least 
clarifying what my intent was in sup-
porting the legislation as it was devel-
oped by the Armed Services Committee 
in the DOD authorization bill. 

Basically, I believe it should be our 
policy to develop a defensive capability 
against a limited or accidental launch 
of a nuclear weapon against the United 

States. I believe we have an absolute 
obligation to the American people to 
say that in the event that anyone were 
so mad as to launch an ICBM toward 
the United States or one should be 
launched accidentally, we ought to 
have some minimum capability of de-
stroying that missile before it arrives 
on U.S. soil. 

I find it really quite astonishing to 
think that we would represent to the 
American people that a missile some-
how has been fired, whether by acci-
dent or by miscalculation or madness, 
it is on its way to New York City, 
Washington, DC, Los Angeles, you 
name the city or town, and we have ab-
solutely no way of stopping it. The best 
we can do is tell you that we will try to 
minimize the casualties; we will try to 
evacuate as quickly as possible after 
catastrophic damage has been done. 

I think that is unacceptable to the 
American people given the fact that we 
are now witnessing the proliferation of 
missile technology on a fairly perva-
sive basis. And so what this amend-
ment does is to express the sense of 
Congress on this matter. 

Given the fundamental responsibility of 
the Government of the United States to pro-
tect the security of the U.S., the increas-
ingly serious threat posed to the United 
States by the proliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction, ballistic missile tech-
nology, and the effect this threat could have 
in constraining the options of the United 
States to act in time of crisis, it is the sense 
of Congress that— 

(1) it is in the supreme interest of the 
United States to defend itself from the 
threat of limited ballistic missile attack, 
whatever its source; 

(2) the deployment of a multiple-site 
ground-based national missile defense sys-
tem to protect against limited ballistic mis-
sile attack can strengthen strategic stability 
and deterrence; 

(3) the policies, programs and requirements 
of subtitle C of title II of this Act can be ac-
complished through processes specified with-
in, or consistent with, the ABM Treaty, 
which anticipates the need and provides the 
means for amendment to the treaty. 

Mr. President, what I am saying in 
this amendment is that whatever we 
do, we can do it consistent with the 
treaty. I want to stay within the limits 
of the treaty. The treaty allows us to 
seek to negotiate changes. 

Originally we had a multiple-site 
ABM Treaty, two sites. We renegoti-
ated it down to one site. With the 
changes of circumstances throughout 
the world, what we are asking is that 
we encourage the President to go to 
the Russians to seek to renegotiate the 
ABM Treaty for the purpose of allow-
ing the Russians and the United States 
to have a effective capability against 
limited ballistic missile threats. 

And so in this amendment the Presi-
dent is urged ‘‘to initiate negotiations 
with the Russian Federation to amend 
the ABM Treaty as necessary to pro-
vide for the national missile defense 
system as specified in section 235’’ to 
protect us from a limited ballistic at-
tack. 

And ‘‘(5)’’—and here is another key 
point— 
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If the negotiations fail, the President is 

urged to consult with the Senate about the 
option of withdrawing the United States 
from the ABM Treaty in accordance with 
provisions of article XV of the treaty. 

Mr. President, basically what this 
amendment says is, there is a potential 
threat that we ought to be facing and 
that we should seek to negotiate 
amendments to the ABM Treaty. That 
is contemplated by the treaty itself. So 
I am urging the President to seek to 
negotiate with the Russians, and in the 
event he is unsuccessful in those nego-
tiations to gain amendments allowing 
the deployment by each party of a lim-
ited system, that he then come back to 
the Senate and consult with the Senate 
about whether we should stay in the 
ABM Treaty as it originally stands 
now or whether we ought to opt out as 
the treaty allows us to do. 

So this is a sense of the Senate that 
we ought to proceed with this system, 
that we ought to encourage the Presi-
dent and urge him to go and meet with 
the Russians and their negotiators to 
renegotiate the ABM Treaty to allow 
the deployment of a land-based system 
with multiple sites that would protect 
us against accidental launch or mis-
calculation, certainly not against an 
all-out attack by the Russians, but a 
limited type attack, so we can have the 
capability to defend ourselves. 

We urge the President to do this, 
seek this. In the event he is unsuccess-
ful, we ask that he turn to the Senate 
and at least consult with us as to 
whether we should stay in the treaty or 
get out of the treaty. 

Mr. President, I believe that is a fair 
expression of the sentiment that was 
expressed during the debates within 
the Armed Services Committee. I be-
lieve it is a fair expression of the senti-
ment on this side of the aisle. I reserve 
the remainder of my time. 

Mr. NUNN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I urge all 

Members on both sides of the aisle to 
read this, of course, because some peo-
ple may disagree with it, parts of it, 
particularly on my side of the aisle. 

I do not disagree with anything in 
the Cohen resolution. I think it is help-
ful in the sense that it points in the 
right direction for the President to ne-
gotiate changes rather than simply as-
sert changes. And that is clear in para-
graph 4. I think also that it is the cor-
rect procedure for the negotiations. If 
the negotiations fail with the Russians, 
the President is urged to consult with 
the Senate about the option of with-
drawing from the ABM Treaty under 
provision of article XV of the treaty. 

I agree with some of the findings. 
Some of the people on this side of the 
aisle may not agree with the findings. 
I do. This is very close to what we had 
in the Missile Defense Act that Senator 
WARNER and I sponsored 2 or 3 years 
ago in the Missile Defense Act. 

What is the problem with it? There is 
no problem with it that would keep me 

from voting for it, but it does not cor-
rect any of the things that we pointed 
out as being what we considered —most 
of us on this side and a few on that side 
of the aisle—to be fatal flaws with the 
bill itself. What it does not do because 
it is a sense-of-the-Senate resolution, 
it does not change any of the operative 
provisions in the underlying bill. And 
the operative provisions have the force 
of law. So we have got sense-of-the- 
Senate legislation that cannot by its 
very nature change the force of law. 

So anyone who thinks there are prob-
lems in the underlying bill would not 
be comforted by this. This does not 
cure the problem. That is the reason I 
have not cosponsored it, not because I 
am not going to vote for it, not because 
it is not in the right direction, because 
it is. But it does not change the opera-
tive provisions of the bill which estab-
lish a number of legal restrictions on 
the President. This is, I believe, the 
first time I have seen provisions that 
restrict the President as to what he 
can negotiate. The underlying bill re-
stricts the President of the United 
States in terms of his ability to nego-
tiate. 

Now, I believe that will be challenged 
by many as unconstitutional. I do not 
try to make a judgment on it. But I 
imagine that those in the executive 
branch would assert it is unconstitu-
tional on its face. Whether that is the 
case or not, in my view it is bad policy, 
because if the President of the United 
States cannot negotiate, who can? We 
do not have a negotiating team from 
the U.S. Senate that I know of. We 
have an arms control observer group, 
but we make it clear we never nego-
tiate; we simply discuss. So if the 
President cannot negotiate these 
changes, even if they are changes that 
the majority wants, how do we get 
changes in the treaty? 

The Cohen amendment deals with 
one set of changes. And I think it ap-
propriately says the President should 
negotiate the amendments to the ABM 
Treaty as necessary to provide for the 
national missile defense system speci-
fied in section 235. So the sense-of-the- 
Senate resolution does urge him to 
move in that direction. 

The restrictions on negotiations of 
the President, however, do not relate 
to that section; they relate to the sec-
tion that we talked about at length 
earlier in the debate which gets to the 
demarcation point between theater bal-
listic missiles and strategic ballistic 
missiles. And the defense against stra-
tegic ballistic missiles is that re-
stricted by the ABM Treaty. The provi-
sion on theater ballistic missiles is not. 
And that demarcation point is defined 
in the underlying bill as a matter of 
law, and the President in the under-
lying bill is told that he cannot nego-
tiate on that point. He cannot do any-
thing on that point. And, therefore, I 
do not see how the Russians would ever 
accept that. 

Now, maybe no one cares whether 
they accept it or not. But as I said ear-

lier today, I do not think they have the 
option to go to defenses at this stage 
because of their economic condition. 
What they do have the option to do, 
and what they have said repeatedly 
they will do. So unless you believe they 
will not do what they said they are 
going to do, there is nothing in this 
amendment that changes the problem 
of the bill. And that is, it encourages, 
in fact it makes it clear to the Rus-
sians that we are going to move for-
ward notwithstanding any concerns 
they may have on the ABM Treaty and 
that we will not comply with ABM 
Treaty in certain respects. And if they 
want to take action, then they will 
take action. 

What action will they take? In my 
opinion they will simply not ratify 
START II. They will not, in my view, 
continue to draw down their missile 
forces under START I. 

So, inadvertently, in the name of de-
fending the United States and the peo-
ple in the United States, the under-
lying bill, in my view, almost, not 
quite, because you cannot ever predict 
with certainty a foreign country’s be-
havior, but it almost assures that the 
United States will end up with thou-
sands of more missiles pointed at this 
country than we would otherwise have. 
I do not see how that improves our de-
fense. 

We are basically saying we want to 
move forward in 10 years to defend 
against threats that may be here in 10 
years, that are not here now. But the 
threat that is here now, that is, the 
SS–18’s the SS–24’s that are pointed at 
us now that we want to take down, and 
the two Republican presidents have ne-
gotiated successfully to get the Rus-
sians to take down, we do not worry 
about that threat. It is now being dis-
mantled. We put provisions in here 
that are likely to require or at least to 
encourage the Russians to keep those 
missiles pointed at us. I do not see how 
I can go home and tell my people that 
I voted for an underlying provision in a 
bill that is likely to keep thousands of 
missiles that we have described as the 
foremost threat that is aimed at the 
United States that we spent 15 to 20 
years trying to figure out how to either 
negate through a deterrence policy, 
through a policy of negotiations, one 
way or the other, either through de-
fenses or negotiation that we finally 
had two Republican Presidents, Presi-
dent Reagan and President Bush, suc-
cessfully concluded the negotiations— 
one of them is now being implemented, 
START I, the other is pending in the 
Russian Duma and in the Senate. 

So we are going to put a provision in 
here that says to the Russians, ‘‘We are 
going to go ahead anyway. And we are 
going to disregard the ABM Treaty. 
But you do what you choose.’’ I think 
what they are going to choose to do is 
keep those missiles pointed at us. Now 
maybe 10 years from now we will be 
able to defend against them. 2003 is the 
date. But understand, we are only talk-
ing about a thin defense, a thin defense 
against a few missiles and a Third 
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World country or an unauthorized 
launch or terrorist group that gets 
ahold of a ballistic missile or cruise 
missile. I want a defense against those. 
I am in favor of defense. I am in favor 
of amending the ABM Treaty, but I 
think we ought to do it through the 
procedure of international law and the 
procedure of American law, because a 
treaty is American law, and we are the 
ones who signed up for the ABM Trea-
ty. It is our law now. It is the law of 
the land. 

A treaty is the law of the land. We 
are saying disregard it in the under-
lying bill. I do not understand the 
logic, Mr. President. I cannot under-
stand the logic of taking a step in the 
name of defending the people of Amer-
ica that is likely to end up having 
thousands of warheads pointed toward 
us while we spend 10 years and billions 
of dollars to figure out how to defend 
against a threat that is not yet here. I 
do not understand that logic. 

Mr. President, I will vote for the 
Cohen amendment. It does not cure the 
underlying defects in the bill. I will 
have another amendment, in all likeli-
hood. It depends on whether I have a 
chance to get it adopted. If I do not, 
then I will simply leave the bill as it is 
now and people can make their choice. 
But if I do have a chance to have it 
adopted, I will have an amendment 
that sets forth very clearly what our 
policy is. Succinctly what that would 
be is a policy, first of all, of coming 
forth with a defensive system in this 
country that protects against unau-
thorized launches, that protects 
against accidental launches, that pro-
tects against a third country defense, 
but that does so in compliance with the 
ABM Treaty. 

Second, we ask the President to try 
to amend the ABM Treaty with amend-
ments that would allow us to deploy 
that kind of system. 

Third, if he fails to be able to amend 
it with the Russians—that is, if the 
Russians refuse—that we then consider 
our option of terminating our ABM ob-
ligations in accordance with article XV 
of the treaty itself, which says we can 
give 6 months’ notice and terminate 
those obligations. 

Mr. President, to me, that is a sen-
sible policy. In the meantime, we 
should not tie the hands of the Presi-
dent of the United States to negotiate. 
We ought to insist that anything that 
has the nature of a treaty come before 
us for approval. We should not let trea-
ties be amended by the executive 
branch, but we should not prevent the 
President from negotiating. We should 
not prevent him from negotiating a de-
marcation point. 

I happen to agree with the demarca-
tion point in the bill. I think it is per-
fectly reasonable. I do not mind put-
ting it as a matter of findings. I do not 
mind saying this is the policy of the 
demarcation point. But I do not want 
the President to be prevented from say-
ing to the Russians, ‘‘This is what the 
Congress thinks and I would like for 

you to sign up to this.’’ We preclude 
him from even doing that. He cannot 
negotiate anything. 

I do not believe that provision will 
stand, because I do not think it will be-
come law. But if it does become law, I 
think it probably will be challenged on 
constitutional grounds. Nevertheless, 
that is where we are. 

I urge my colleagues to agree with 
the findings in the Cohen amendment, 
to vote for it, because I think the pro-
visions make sense. I think they are a 
step in the right direction, but it does 
not cure what I consider to be fatal 
flaws of the underlying provisions. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator 

COHEN has 12 minutes; Senator THUR-
MOND 4 minutes. 

Mr. NUNN. How much time do I 
have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four 
minutes and 40 seconds. 

Mr. NUNN. I yield 3 minutes to the 
Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, in addi-
tion to the fact this amendment high-
lights the flaws in the underlying legis-
lation because of what it does not ad-
dress, it still leaves the President’s 
hands tied. He cannot negotiate. It still 
commits us to deploy a system which 
is in violation of the ABM Treaty. That 
all remains. But in addition to actually 
highlighting the flaws of the under-
lying bill and not curing it, this resolu-
tion raises two questions, in my mind. 

First, it says that the President is 
urged to initiate negotiations with the 
Russian Federation to amend the ABM 
Treaty. The underlying bill also has 
sense-of-the-Senate language which is 
exactly the opposite, which says the 
President should cease all efforts to 
modify U.S. obligations under the ABM 
Treaty. 

The Cohen language says initiate it, 
presumably as soon as you can. In sec-
tion 4, the President is urged to ini-
tiate negotiations to amend the treaty. 
The bill, which is left untouched, has 
sense-of-the-Senate language which 
says cease all efforts until the Senate 
has completed its review process. It is 
just totally inconsistent with the un-
derlying language. That is No. 1. But 
No. 2 is a question to my good friend 
from Maine. 

When the resolution says that it is in 
the supreme interest of the United 
States to defend itself from the threat, 
if one votes for this resolution, does 
one thereby commit himself or herself 
to withdrawing from the ABM Treaty 
under the supreme interest provision in 
the ABM Treaty? In other words, would 
this vote be looked back at as a state-
ment on the part of people voting for 
your resolution that, in fact, we should 
withdraw from the ABM Treaty be-
cause of a supreme national interest? 

Mr. COHEN. The answer to my friend 
is no. What the language of my amend-
ment says is the President should, in 
fact, initiate negotiations. I believe we 
should seek to negotiate a provision to 
the ABM Treaty to allow for the con-

struction and deployment of a 
multisite limited system. And you will 
see the second part of that is, if the 
President is unsuccessful, he is to re-
turn and consult with the Senate to see 
whether we should stay in the treaty or 
get out of the treaty under article XV. 

Mr. LEVIN. The language urging the 
President to negotiate in one part in 
your resolution, and the underlying 
bill says cease and desist all negotia-
tions as to modify the treaty, do you 
view those as inconsistent? 

Mr. COHEN. I believe there is an ap-
pearance of an inconsistency that came 
about as a result of an attempt by the 
majority to prevent the President ne-
gotiating to apply the ABM Treaty to 
the theater missile defense system. 
That is where that confusion came 
about. 

I believe it is in our interest to urge 
negotiation on the part of the Presi-
dent to seek to revise the ABM Treaty 
in order to allow for deployment of a 
multiple site system here in this coun-
try and in Russia. 

I might point out that I disagree 
with the statement of my friend from 
Georgia—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator 
LEVIN’s time has expired. 

Mr. COHEN. I yield myself 1 minute. 
That with respect to section 238, I do 
not believe you can point to that lan-
guage as preventing the President from 
negotiating. It simply says that the ap-
propriated funds may not be obligated 
or expended by any official of the Fed-
eral Government for the purpose of pre-
scribing, enforcing, or implementing. 
It does not prevent him from negoti-
ating, but he could not implement any 
changes that would apply the ABM 
Treaty to theater missile defenses. The 
difference, he could not negotiate, he 
could not implement under the lan-
guage of section 238. 

Mr. LEVIN. I wonder if the Senator 
will yield, because there is a subsection 
(B) that says take any other action. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. COHEN. At the direction of the 
majority leader, I yield back my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I think 
after this vote, I talked to the man-
agers and what they would like to do, 
and I say this to all my colleagues, is 
to stay here. There are probably 25, 35 
amendments that can be accepted, 
some on each side of the aisle. They are 
willing to stay here, and that will take 
a big amount of the amendments that 
are pending. 

We now changed our list and, hope-
fully, before we go out tonight or to-
morrow morning, we will have an 
agreement these will be the only 
amendments in order. That will at 
least give us a finite list. It is pretty 
long. We have 190-some amendments 
and everybody wants 2 hours. So I do 
not think we can make that by tomor-
row night, the way I look at it. But you 
have to be optimistic around here. I 
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know Senator THURMOND is, he is going 
to finish it by 6 tomorrow night, or ear-
lier, more or less. 

This will be the last vote tonight, but 
I say to my colleagues on both sides, 
the managers are here, the staffs are 
here. A lot of the amendments have 
great merit and are going to be accept-
ed. This is an opportunity to have your 
amendment accepted. Then the man-
agers will determine what time we 
start tomorrow morning and whether 
we start on the agreement we have or 
some other amendment. That will be 
up to the managers. 

I thank my colleagues. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator 

COHEN has 8 minutes, and Senator 
NUNN has 1 minute. 

Mr. COHEN. I yield the remainder of 
my time. 

Mr. NUNN. I yield the remainder of 
my time. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays on the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
COHEN]. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-

ator from North Carolina [Mr. HELMS] 
and the Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. SMITH] are necessarily absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Connecticut [Mr. DODD], the 
Senator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE], and 
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. JOHN-
STON] are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 69, 
nays 26, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 358 Leg.] 

YEAS—69 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Exon 
Faircloth 

Feinstein 
Ford 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kerrey 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 

Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—26 

Akaka 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Bumpers 
Byrd 

Daschle 
Dorgan 
Feingold 
Glenn 
Harkin 
Hatfield 
Kennedy 

Kerry 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 

Murray 
Pell 

Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 

Simon 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—5 

Dodd 
Helms 

Inouye 
Johnston 

Smith 

So the amendment (No. 2089) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. WARNER. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, at this 
time the manager of the bill, the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee, Senator THUR-
MOND, together with the ranking mem-
ber, were anxious to accept a number 
of amendments which have been 
cleared on both sides. I anticipate we 
will undertake to do that in just a mat-
ter of a minute or two. 

Mr. President, if I could draw the at-
tention of my distinguished colleague 
to an amendment by the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. CHAFEE] which I be-
lieve has been cleared on both sides. 

Mr. NUNN. The Senator from Vir-
ginia is correct. That amendment has 
been cleared. If you will give us just 
one minute, we want to make sure we 
have the right amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2095 
(Purpose: To improve the section estab-

lishing uniform national discharge stand-
ards for the control of water pollution 
from vessels of the Armed Forces) 
Mr. WARNER. On behalf of the Sen-

ator from South Carolina, Mr. THUR-
MOND, I send to the desk an amendment 
which is submitted by the Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. CHAFEE]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], 

for Mr. CHAFEE, for himself, and Mr. WAR-
NER, proposes an amendment numbered 2095. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’) 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
the clerk note that I am acting on be-
half of the chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee, Mr. THURMOND, 
and all amendments will be sent to the 
desk in Mr. THURMOND’s name. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, this bill 
includes an amendment to the Clean 
Water Act based on a 5-year effort by 
the Navy to develop environmental 
standards that would apply to the non- 
sewage discharges from its ships. The 
Navy has a goal of building and oper-
ating environmentally sound ships and 
this amendment to the Clean Water 
Act will help them reach that goal. 

The Clean Water Act amendment in 
his bill was developed by the Navy and 
sent to the Senate by the administra-
tion in early June. In addition to con-
sideration by the Armed Services Com-

mittee, this proposal was also reviewed 
by the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works which has jurisdiction 
over the Clean Water Act. As chairman 
of that committee, I sought comment 
on this administration proposal from 
members of the committee, the coastal 
States, the Coast Guard, EPA and the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration and from other organiza-
tions with an interest in coastal pollu-
tion problems. 

There was general support for this 
approach. It is seen as a net environ-
mental improvement, because it pro-
vides for treatment of discharges from 
vessels that are not controlled today. 

Some concerns were expressed by the 
States. They wanted to be consulted 
before the rules are issued. They want-
ed to be sure that treatment systems 
used to control these discharges are 
the most effective, consistent with the 
mission of the Navy. And they wanted 
assurance that current environmental 
requirements like section 311 dealing 
with oil spills would not be overridden. 

The Environment and Public Works 
Committee developed a set of amend-
ments to the administration proposal 
to address those concerns. The com-
mittee then reported an original bill, 
S. 1033, on July 13. The amendment 
that Senator WARNER and I are offering 
to the DOD authorization bill today is 
the text of the bill reported by the En-
vironment and Public Works Com-
mittee. The committee also filed a re-
port on S. 1033 which explains the pro-
visions of our amendment and is to be 
looked to for legislative history on this 
amendment. 

We have agreed to move this amend-
ment to the Clean Water Act on the 
DOD authorization bill to facilitate the 
Navy’s efforts to develop environ-
mentally sound ships. The Navy has 
taken the lead in this area and they 
should be rewarded for their initiative 
with speedy enactment of this pro-
posal. 

With that said, let me address the 
substance of this amendment for a mo-
ment. 

Even though vessels are considered 
point sources of pollution under the 
Clean Water Act, EPA regulations have 
exempted many discharges from the 
permit requirements of the act. Cur-
rently, sewage discharges are regulated 
under section 312 of the Clean Water 
Act. It requires that each vessel be 
equipped with a marine sanitation de-
vice to treat sewage before it is dis-
charged. 

But many of the other wastewaters 
like graywater from showers and sinks, 
bilge water from the hold of the ship, 
wastewater from the boiler or water 
from cleaning the deck or equipment 
are not regulated under the Clean 
Water Act. Some coastal States have 
taken an interest in these discharges, 
but there is no comprehensive Federal 
program. 

The amendment we are offering re-
quires the Secretary of Defense and the 
Administrator of EPA to act jointly to 
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identify the non-sewage discharges 
from ships that need attention. 

For each discharge that has a signifi-
cant adverse impact, EPA and DOD 
would identify an appropriation pollu-
tion control technology or manage-
ment practice to reduce the pollution. 

These standards would only apply to 
ships of the Armed Forces and the 
Coast Guard. 

Once the Federal regulations are in 
place, the States would be preempted. 
A State could not impose its own, in-
consistent, regulations. But if a State 
identified a particularly sensitive 
coastal or marine area, it could estab-
lish a so-called ‘‘no-discharge zone’’ 
where all discharges of a particular 
type would be banned. 

Mr. President, the Navy is to be con-
gratulated for this effort. It will im-
prove water quality in our estuaries 
and ocean waters. I am pleased that 
the Senate has moved this legislation 
quickly to assist the Navy in its ef-
forts. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, this 
amendment has been cleared on this 
side of the aisle. I urge its adoption. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I think 
it is appropriate now to call for the 
vote. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2095) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the motion to table is agreed 
to. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2096 
(Purpose: To make funds available for the 

Troops to Teachers program and the 
Troops to Cops program) 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I inquire 

of my friend from Virginia. We have 
two amendments I would like to 
present. I believe they have been 
cleared, but I want to check with my 
friend before I send them to the desk, 
by Senator PRYOR and Senator FEIN-
STEIN. 

The two amendments coupled to-
gether are the ‘‘Troops to Teachers’’ 
and the ‘‘Troops to Cops’’ program. The 
amendments provide $42 million for the 
‘‘Troops to Teachers’’ program, offset 
from excess military personnel funds, 
and provides $10 million for the 
‘‘Troops to Cops’’ program, offset from 
the same source. Mr. President, 
‘‘Troops to Teachers’’ was created by 
the National Defense Authorization 
Act for fiscal year 1993 as part of the 
Transition Assistance Program, de-
signed to help service members af-
fected by downsizing. 

Troops to Cops was added to the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for 
fiscal year 1994. Individuals can receive 
a $5,000 stipend to assist in obtaining 
the necessary training and certifi-
cation. 

In addition, if a service member is 
part of an early 15-year retirement, the 

individual will receive time or credit 
for up to 5 years if he or she completes 
5 years of teaching or law enforcement 
assignment. 

That was an amendment that I pro-
posed that became law, and I think it 
is working very well. 

The school systems or law enforce-
ment agencies that hire a participant 
receives funds to assist in paying the 
salary ranging from up to $25,000 for an 
individual’s first year down to $2,500 
for an individual’s fifth year. 

There is a win-win program bene-
fiting separating service members, 
helping them get employment, and 
helping our Nation. Frankly, we will 
never have this reservoir of talented 
people coming out into the job market 
from the military in this number of 
people in any period in the future that 
I can envision at this point because 
this is part of the drawdown in our 
military. We have literally tens of 
thousands of people in the military 
that are extremely well qualified in 
math and science and languages, and 
encouraging them and facilitating 
them going into teaching and going 
into law enforcement at the local level 
and helping the States and local gov-
ernments, to me, is not only helping 
the State and local government but 
helping the military and strengthening 
our Nation. 

So these amendments provide for 
prudent steps. 

Troops to Teachers receives $65 mil-
lion in fiscal year 1995. This amend-
ment calls for $42 million, which is a 
reduced program. The drawdown is 
being reduced. 

These will not be permanent pro-
grams. After you get through the draw-
down and you level off the military 
personnel, then you would not, in all 
likelihood, have these programs. 

The Troops to Cops program receives 
$15 million in fiscal year 1995. This 
amendment calls for $10 million, which 
is a substantial reduction. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for 

Mr. PRYOR for himself, and Mrs. FEINSTEIN, 
proposes an amendment numbered 2096. 

On page 137, after line 24, add the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. 389. FUNDING FOR TROOPS TO TEACHERS 

PROGRAM AND TROOPS TO COPS 
PROGRAM. 

(a) FUNDING.—Of the amount authorized to 
be appropriated under section 431— 

(1) $42,000,000 shall be available for the 
Troops-to-Teachers program; and 

(2) $10,000,000 shall be available for the 
Troop-to-Cops program. 

(b) DEFINITION.—In this section: 
(1) The term ‘‘Troops-to-Cops program’’ 

means the program of assistance to sepa-
rated members and former members of the 
Armed Forces to obtain employment with 
law enforcement agencies established, or 
carried out, under section 1152 of title 10, 
United States Code. 

(2) The term ‘‘Troops-to-Teachers pro-
gram’’ means the program of assistance to 

separated members of the Armed Forces to 
obtain certification and employment as 
teachers or employment as teachers’ aides 
established under section 1151 of such title. 

TROOPS TO TEACHERS 
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I rise 

today to offer an amendment to con-
tinue funding for the Troops to Teach-
ers Program in the Department of De-
fense. 

Troops to Teachers is a Department 
of Defense Transition Program de-
signed to assist separated military 
service members and other former DOD 
employees to become certified and ob-
tain employment as teachers or teach-
er’s aides. Congress established this 
program in 1992, and it has always en-
joyed strong bipartisan support. 

Troops to Teachers provides up to 
$5,000 stipends to selected participants 
to help them become certified to teach, 
and grants of up to $50,000, paid over 5 
years, to local education agencies for 
each former military service member 
they agree to hire. 

Troops to Teachers is helping former 
service members find productive, 
meaningful employment after leaving 
the military. By tapping the skills and 
experience these individuals possess, 
Troops to Teachers is improving the 
quality of our public school education 
nationwide. And by placing special em-
phasis on schools with a high con-
centration of students from low income 
families, this program provides teach-
ers in areas where educators are in 
short supply. 

In the Department of Defense, the re-
sponse to this program has been out-
standing. Over 500 Troops to Teachers 
have recently been hired by school dis-
tricts in 39 States. In addition, over 
1,000 individuals scattered across 46 
States are using this program to be-
come certified to teach. Most impor-
tantly, there are over 9,000 applicants 
currently preparing to enter this pro-
gram. 

These 9,000 former DOD personnel 
awaiting acceptance to this program 
are counting on these funds to begin a 
new life after the military. They are 
counting on our support. 

I mentioned earlier that Troops to 
Teachers has always enjoyed strong bi-
partisan support. In 1992, I was asked 
by former Senate majority leader 
George Mitchell to chair a task force 
on defense transition. The centerpiece 
of our task force report was a rec-
ommendation for Congress to help 
former military personnel get training, 
certification, and job placement re-
quired for employment in critical pub-
lic service jobs, such as education, law 
enforcement, and medical services. The 
legislation that resulted from this rec-
ommendation created the Troops to 
Teachers and Troops to Cops Programs. 

That same year, a Republican task 
force convened and made an identical 
recommendation supporting the cre-
ation of Troops to Teachers. The 1992 
report of the Senate Republican task 
force on adjusting the defense base 
stated, 
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The Task Force recommends that Congress 

adopt legislation to encourage states to 
adopt alternative teacher certification pro-
grams for separated and retiring servicemen. 
Not only will this enable some former mili-
tary personnel to put their talents to pro-
ductive use in public service, it will help ad-
dress the teacher shortage found in some 
particularly urban, areas. 

This report goes on to say, ‘‘The 
Task Force supports an expansion of 
the DOD program to pay for 
coursework of departing servicemen 
which meets reasonable state certifi-
cation requirements.’’ Finally, the Re-
publican task force report concludes, 
‘‘The cost of programs directly 
responding to problems resulting from 
the declining defense budget . . . 
should be paid for out of the defense 
budget.’’ 

Mr. President, the Troops to Teach-
ers program was designed by Congress, 
in a bipartisan fashion, in response to 
the needs of separating military per-
sonnel. But the primary responsibility 
of Troops to Teachers is taking care of 
the men and women who are leaving 
the military after years of dedicated 
service to our country. These individ-
uals should not be penalized because 
they desire to work in a classroom in-
stead of in a shipyard building sub-
marines. 

Perhaps the best reason for con-
tinuing funding for this program is 
that it is a tremendous success. Just 
listen to what a few of its participants 
have said about their experiences. 

Take Ed Coet for example. Ed is 45 
years old. He recently retired from the 
Army after last serving as a military 
intelligence officer in the gulf war. 
Now Ed teaches a class of 10 emotion-
ally disturbed fourth-grade boys at 
Brookhaven Intermediate School in 
Killeen, TX. Ed recently said, ‘‘My 
work as a teacher is every bit as chal-
lenging and important as anything I 
did in the Army. In the past, it was 
what I was doing for my country. Now 
all my kids are an extension of me. If 
they succeed, I succeed.’’ 

And then there is Arthur Moore, a re-
tired Army staff sergeant from Balti-
more, MD. Arthur is currently teach-
ing fifth grade at Samuel Coleridge- 
Taylor Elementary School. About his 
experience Arthur said, ‘‘Every day I 
have to prove to them I really care, not 
just about teaching but about them.’’ 

And listen to what the school dis-
tricts across America are saying about 
Troops to Teachers. 

The Jackson County Public School 
System in North Carolina said, ‘‘Our 
teachers have exceeded all expecta-
tions. We are very pleased.’’ 

Beaufort County School District in 
South Carolina says, ‘‘An outstanding 
program—all of our participants are 
excellent.’’ 

Isaac School District No. 5 in Arizona 
says, ‘‘we are very fortunate to have an 
experienced, dedicated Troops to 
Teachers participant who bilingual. 

The military training and experience 
have assisted this individual in making 
the transition to teaching.’’ 

Mr. President, that is exactly what 
this program is all about—helping 
military personnel make the transition 
into a productive life in public service. 
These individuals are the centerpiece 
of the program. 

Eliminating funding for Troops to 
Teachers would mean turning our 
backs on the military service members 
who served their country on the battle-
field, and who now want to continue 
their service in the classroom. This 
program truly deserves our full sup-
port. 

TROOPS TO COPS 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 

rise today in support of the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Arkansas 
which provides $10 million for the 
Troops-to-Cops Program and $42 mil-
lion for the Troops-to-Teachers Pro-
gram. I am happy to be an original co-
sponsor of this important amendment. 

Senator PRYOR has discussed the 
Troops-to-Teachers Program, and I 
would like to focus on the Troops-to- 
Cops Program. 

The program—administered by the 
Justice Department in coordination 
with the Department of Defense—pro-
vides $5,000 per officer for training to 
local police and sheriffs departments to 
hire former military personnel as law 
enforcement officers. This funding can 
be used to support the following: tui-
tion at a police training academy; 
costs of local ‘‘compliance’’ training if 
the veteran attended an out-of-state 
police academy; the costs of specialized 
training in community policing. 

Local law enforcement agencies can 
use Troops to Cops funds to pay for 
training of eligible recently separated 
military personnel. 

Troops to Cops was initially author-
ized in the 1994 DOD authorization bill. 
Last year, the Appropriations Com-
mittee provided $15 million for this 
program. The fiscal year 1995 funding 
will provide training assistance for 
3,000 former military personnel who 
elect to become law enforcement offi-
cers. I am proposing to provide $10 mil-
lion more in fiscal year 1996 to provide 
training for 2,000 more. 

For an investment of $25 million over 
2 years, Congress has an opportunity to 
help provide good jobs for our former 
military personnel and make our 
streets safer. In my view, few Govern-
ment programs offer such a win-win 
scenario as this program does. Troops 
to Cops fills two important needs: It 
helps our communities recruit quality 
law enforcement officers; At the same 
time it utilizes the tremendous wealth 
of skilled military personnel who are 
transitioning to new jobs as a result of 
defense downsizing. 

Troops to Cops is a transitional ben-
efit for troops affected by downsizing. 
In fiscal year 1994 alone, 291,000 troops 
were separated from the armed forces. 

The Department of Justice is in the 
process of administering this program 
as a part of the overall COPS Program. 
Applications for the funds are due on 
August 15, 1995, and the COPS office 

anticipates making its awards by the 
end of September. The delay in imple-
mentation of this program is due to the 
emphasis on actually getting the crime 
bill’s funding for officers to the police 
and sheriff’s departments. Troops to 
Cops is follow-on funding to help make 
the program work. 

The Department of Justice is expect-
ing applications for htis program to far 
exceed the ability they have to provide 
funding. And, the Department of De-
fense expects the demand among mili-
tary personnel to far exceed the fund-
ing that is currently available for 
Troops to Cops. 

According to the Defense Depart-
ment’s Office of Transition Support 
and Services, one of the most asked 
about post-military careers at DOD job 
fairs is law enforcement. Many vet-
erans want to work in law enforcment, 
and police and sheriffs departments are 
often eager to hire them. 

The $52 million authorized by this 
amendment en toto is fully offset. Ac-
cording to the Congressional Budget 
Office, section 431 of the bill contains 
$52 million more than is needed to im-
plement the military personnel pro-
grams of the Department of Defense. 
So, this amendment does not increase 
spending over the original Armed Serv-
ices Committee proposal. 

The Troops-to-Cops Program is sup-
ported by a variety of cities, police de-
partments and veterans organizations, 
including: National Sheriffs’ Associa-
tion; city of Long Beach, CA; Los An-
geles County Professional Peace Offi-
cers Association; city of Virginia 
Beach, VA; city of Los Angeles; city 
and county of Denver, CO; city of 
Miami, FL; Non-Commissioned Officers 
Association of the U.S.; Los Angeles 
Police Protective League; and The 
American Legion. 

Troops to Cops is a win-win program 
for defense conversion and law enforce-
ment. We can give something back to 
our military personnel who served 
their country, as well as to our com-
munities across the country to make 
their streets safer. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment which would authorized $10 
million to continue the work of the 
Troops-to-Cops program. 

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I rise as a 
cosponsor of this amendment to sup-
port authorizing the Troops-to-Teach-
ers Program. This program is a vital 
transition benefit for service members 
leaving the military because of 
downsizing. In 1993, the Congress au-
thorized this innovative program which 
benefits both departing service mem-
bers and school systems across our 
country which are having difficulty at-
tracting quality teachers. 

Troops-to-Teachers has two parts. 
First, it provides financial assistance 
to service members to help them get 
the certification necessary to work as 
a teacher or teacher’s aide. Second, it 
provides funds over a 5-year time frame 
to school systems that hire program 
graduates to defray the individual’s 
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salary costs in decreasing increments. 
This allows the school system the time 
to find the means of paying for that 
teacher’s salary. 

The statistics back up the value of 
the Troops-to-Teachers Program. Over 
8,000 individuals have applied to the 
program; Over 800 individuals are cur-
rently undergoing certification train-
ing in 45 states; Over 300 individuals 
have been hired so far in 35 States; 150 
school districts nationwide are employ-
ing participants in this program. 

Clearly this program is a winner for 
all involved, both the men and women 
who have served their country and our 
children who are going to benefit from 
not just their teaching abilities, but 
their service as role models. I strongly 
support efforts to make sure that this 
program continues. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we are 
prepared to accept the amendment. It 
is acceptable. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, Senator PRYOR is the 

prime author of the ‘‘Troops to Teach-
ers’’ amendment, and Senator FEIN-
STEIN is the prime author of the 
‘‘Troops to Cops’’ part of this amend-
ment. 

They have both worked diligently in 
this entire area, and in the transition 
of our military personnel, which has 
been a very large success. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I urge 
adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Arkansas. 

The amendment (No. 2096) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2097 
(Purpose: To ensure the preservation of the 

ammunition industrial base of the United 
States) 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on be-
half of the distinguished majority lead-
er, the Senator from Kansas, Mr. DOLE, 
I offer an amendment which pertains to 
ammunition procurement and manage-
ment. I send the amendment to the 
desk and ask for its consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Virginia (Mr. WARNER), 

for Mr. DOLE, proposes an amendment num-
bered 2097. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 314, between lines 11 and 12, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 823. PRESERVATION OF AMMUNITION IN-

DUSTRIAL BASE. 
(A) REVIEW OF AMMUNITION PROCUREMENT 

AND MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS.—(1) Not later 

than 30 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary of Defense shall 
commence a review of the ammunition pro-
curement and management programs of the 
Department of Defense, including the plan-
ning for, budgeting for, administration, and 
carrying out of such programs. 

(2) The review under paragraph (1) shall in-
clude an assessment of the following mat-
ters: 

(A) The practicability and desirability of 
using centralized procurement practices to 
procure all ammunition required by the 
Armed Forces. 

(B) The capability of the ammunition pro-
duction facilities of the United States to 
meet the ammunition requirements of the 
Armed Forces. 

(C) The practicability and desirability of 
privatizing such ammunition production fa-
cilities. 

(D) The practicability and desirability of 
using integrated budget planning among the 
Armed Forces for the procurement of ammu-
nition. 

(E) The practicability and desirability of 
establishing an advocate within the Depart-
ment of Defense for ammunition industrial 
base matters who shall be responsible for— 

(i) establishing the quantity and price of 
ammunition procured by the Armed Forces; 
and 

(ii) establishing and implementing policy 
to ensure the continuing viability of the am-
munition industrial base in the United 
States. 

MUNITIONS INDUSTRIAL BASE 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the amend-

ment I propose today requires the Sec-
retary of Defense to initiate a review of 
the ammunition procurement and man-
agement programs of the Department 
of Defense. 

The munitions industrial base has 
undergone dramatic reductions in the 
years following the Vietnam war. Built 
principally during World War II, the 
base consisted of a large number of ex-
pansive, government-owned manufac-
turing plants combined with hundreds 
of private sector major component and 
end-item manufacturing plants, and 
thousands of second and third tier sub-
contractor facilities, all designed to 
produce large volumes of munitions to 
fight another worldwide conflict. The 
end of the cold war triggered a com-
prehensive reassessment and restruc-
turing of the national security strat-
egy. Concurrently, the ammunition re-
quirements of the Armed Forces were 
precipitously reduced and the produc-
tion of ammunition declined to the 
lowest level since before the Vietnam 
war. This reduced business for the in-
dustrial base has decimated what was 
once a versatile, robust, and energetic 
industry. Of the 286 major munitions 
companies which existed in 1978 only 52 
are projected to be in business by the 
end of 1995, an 82 percent reduction. At 
the same time the Government produc-
tion base has shrunk by over 40 percent 
from 32 to 19 facilities. Only 9 of those 
remaining 19 plants are being actively 
workloaded with production. 

In light of these enormous changes, 
it is appropriate to review how the De-
partment of Defense plans, budgets, 
conducts, and manages ammunition 
procurement and production. My 
amendment directs the Secretary to 

initiate such a review, aimed at re-
structuring the entire munitions infra-
structure with three objectives in 
mind: Elimination of management/re-
view layering in the planning, budg-
eting, and execution of ammunition 
programs; fixing the accountability for 
decisions; and reduction or elimination 
of Government ownership of production 
equipment and facilities, while pre-
serving a robust and responsive ammu-
nition production industrial base. 

Summed up, the overall objective of 
the study is to recommend those 
changes which will reduce the cost to 
the U.S. Government of providing mu-
nitions to our Armed Forces both in 
peace and during war while making the 
industrial base more responsive to our 
war fighters’ needs. 

Mr. WARNER. I believe this amend-
ment has been cleared by the other 
side. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, this 
amendment has been cleared on this 
side. I urge the Senate to approve the 
amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I urge 
adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Kansas. 

The amendment (No. 2097) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2098 
(Purpose: To modify the authority to trans-

fer funds regarding foreign currency fluc-
tuations so that the authority does not 
apply to appropriations for fiscal years be-
fore fiscal year 1996) 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on be-

half of the distinguished Senator from 
South Carolina, Mr. THURMOND, I offer 
an amendment to modify section 1006, 
which is transfer authority regarding 
funds available for foreign currency 
fluctuations and eliminate the direct 
spending costs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Virginia (Mr. WARNER), 

for Mr. THURMOND, proposes an amendment 
numbered 2098. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 328, line 19, strike out ‘‘1994’’ and 

insert in lieu thereof ‘‘1995’’. 
On page 329, line 18, strike out ‘‘1993’’ and 

insert in lieu thereof ‘‘1995’’. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, this 
amendment modifies section 1106, 
transfer authority regarding funds 
available for foreign currency fluctua-
tions to eliminate the direct spending 
costs. When the committee adopted 
this provision during our markup, we 
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did so based on a cost estimate from 
the Congressional Budget Office which 
made this provision affordable. Later, 
after the bill was approved by the com-
mittee, CBO revised the cost estimate 
upward. The revised estimate is that 
this provision will cost $30 million in 
direct spending in fiscal year 1996. 

The amendment modifies the provi-
sion to make the authority effective in 
fiscal year 1996, eliminating the ability 
to use prior year funds. 

I understand this amendment is 
agreed to on both sides. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask my 
friend from Virginia if he would go to 
the next amendment and set this one 
aside very briefly. 

We need to do a little more checking 
on this amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I un-
derstand that the minority is willing 
to return to the Thurmond amend-
ment. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, this 
amendment has been cleared, and I 
urge its adoption. 

Mr. WARNER. I urge the Chair to ask 
the question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment 2098. 

The amendment (No. 2098) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2099 
(Purpose: To provide a substitute for section 

543, relating to military intelligence per-
sonnel prevented by secrecy from being 
considered for decorations and award) 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I have an 

amendment by Senator AKAKA. I send 
the amendment to the desk and ask for 
its consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for 

Mr. AKAKA, proposes an amendment num-
bered 2099. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
Beginning on page 204, strike out line 8 and 

all that follows through page 206, line 4, and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 
SEC. 543. MILITARY INTELLIGENCE PERSONNEL 

PREVENTED BY SECRECY FROM 
BEING CONSIDERED FOR DECORA-
TIONS AND AWARDS. 

(a) WAIVER ON RESTRICTIONS OF AWARDS.— 
(1) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the President, the Secretary of Defense, 
or the Secretary of the military department 
concerned may award a decoration to any 
person for an act, achievement, or service 
that the person performed in carrying out 
military intelligence duties during the pe-
riod January 1, 1940, through December 31, 
1990. 

(2) Paragraph (1) applies to any decoration 
(including any device in lieu of a decoration) 

that, during or after the period described in 
paragraph (1) and before the date of the en-
actment of this Act, was authorized by law 
or under the regulations of the Department 
of Defense or the military department con-
cerned to be awarded to a person for an act, 
achievement, or service performed by that 
person while serving on active duty. 

(b) REVIEW OF AWARD RECOMMENDATIONS.— 
(1) The Secretary of each military depart-
ment shall review all recommendations for 
awards of decorations for acts, achieve-
ments, or service described in subsection 
(a)(1) that have been received by the Sec-
retary during the period of the review. 

(2) The Secretary shall begin the review 
within 30 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act and shall complete the re-
view within one year after such date. 

(3) The Secretary may use the same proc-
ess for carrying out the review as the Sec-
retary uses for reviewing other recommenda-
tions for awarding decorations to members 
of the armed force or armed forces under the 
Secretary’s jurisdiction for acts, achieve-
ments, or service. 

(4) The Secretary may reject a rec-
ommendation if the Secretary determines 
that there is a justifiable basis for con-
cluding that the recommendation is spe-
cious. 

(5) The Secretary shall take reasonable ac-
tions to publicize widely the opportunity to 
recommend awards of decorations under this 
section. 

(6)(A) Upon completing the review, the 
Secretary shall submit a report on the re-
view to the Committee on Armed Services of 
the Senate and the Committee on National 
Security of the House of Representatives. 

(B) The report shall contain the following 
information on each recommendation for an 
award reviewed: 

(i) A summary of the recommendation. 
(ii) The findings resulting from the review. 
(iii) The final action taken on the rec-

ommendation. 
(iv) Administrative or legislative rec-

ommendations to improve award procedures 
with respect to military intelligence per-
sonnel. 

(c) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
‘‘active duty’’ has the meaning given such 
term in section 101(d)(1) of title 10, United 
States Code. 

MILITARY INTELLIGENCE PERSONNEL AWARDS 
Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I rise to 

offer an amendment that would im-
prove section 543 of the pending meas-
ure, which concerns awards and decora-
tions for military intelligence per-
sonnel. 

As my colleagues are aware, rec-
ommendations for the Medal of Honor, 
Distinguished Service Cross, and other 
awards must be submitted and acted 
upon within a certain time frame. For 
example, for the Army and Air Force, 
the Medal of Honor must be rec-
ommended within 2 years of an act, and 
awarded within 3; for the Navy, the ap-
plicable dates are 3 years and 5 years, 
respectively. These limits were im-
posed by Congress to ensure that an 
award, and particularly the Medal of 
Honor, would be based on the most con-
temporaneous, and thus accurate, doc-
umentation. 

While these time limits may be ap-
propriate in the vast majority of cases, 
they are not always appropriate in the 
case of military intelligence personnel 
who, because of the secrecy of their 
missions, could not be considered for 

the Medal of Honor or other awards 
within the 3 or 5 year statutory period. 
The U.S. Army Intelligence Center, 
which administers the Military Intel-
ligence Hall of Fame, cites a number of 
individuals who are members of the 
Hall who are in precisely this situa-
tion. 

One example is the legendary COL 
Car Eifler, who performed extraor-
dinary service during World War II, no-
tably as the leader of the famous De-
tachment 101 of the Office of Strategic 
Services in Burma. Under his com-
mand, the secret commando unit oper-
ated behind enemy lines, harassing 
Japanese troops and organizing and 
training Burmese natives in espionage 
and sabotage. 

During the course of the war, Detach-
ment 101 cleared the enemy from a 
10,000 square mile area, sabotaged the 
Japanese railway system, and gathered 
important intelligence about enemy 
activities and capabilities. COL Eifler 
displayed extraordinary personal cour-
age on numerous occasions, including 
one instance in which he commanded a 
small, unarmed vessel through 450 
miles of Japanese controlled waters to 
rescue 10 crewmembers of a downed B– 
24 bomber in the Bay of Bengal. 

While COL Eifler received several ci-
tations, the covert conditions under 
which he operated prevented his being 
nominated for the Congressional Medal 
of Honor or the Distinguished Service 
Cross, either of which he clearly mer-
its. 

Another example is LTC Richard 
Sakakida, who served as an Army un-
dercover agent in the Philippines dur-
ing the Second World War. LTC 
Sakakida was captured by the Japa-
nese shortly after the fall of Corregidor 
and subjected to excruciating torture; 
incredibly, he steadfastly refused to di-
vulge his mission as an American intel-
ligence agent. Later, after gaining the 
confidence of his captors, he estab-
lished a spy network within Japanese 
Army headquarters and was able to 
send important combat intelligence to 
the Allies through Filipino guerrillas 
whom he had recruited as couriers. 
Some of this information may have led 
to the destruction of a major Japanese 
naval task force preparing to invade 
Australia. 

During this period, he also engi-
neered the escape of hundreds of Fili-
pino guerrillas from prison, yet he him-
self remained behind in order to con-
tinue his intelligence activities. Today, 
because his mission was undertaken in 
complete secrecy, and because his di-
rect superiors died or were killed dur-
ing the war, he was never considered 
for an award for valor. Yet, now that 
his full story has become known, he is 
ineligible for awards such as the Medal 
of Honor or DSC because of the statu-
tory deadlines that apply to such 
awards. 

Mr. President, these are but two ex-
amples of military intelligence 
operatives whose courageous deeds 
have never been fully acknowledged. 
The U.S. Army Intelligence Center has 
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identified other deserving individuals 
who were overlooked because of se-
crecy. Undoubtedly there are others, 
less well known, who have never been 
recognized for their intelligence-re-
lated accomplishments. 

Earlier this year, Mr. President, I 
had the pleasure of working with mem-
bers of the Armed Services Committee 
on an initiative to assist deserving in-
dividuals such as COL Eifler and LTC 
Sakakida. Due largely to the efforts of 
my friend and colleague, Senator 
COATS, the chairman of the Personnel 
Subcommittee, the committee ap-
proved a provision in the pending 
measure, section 543, that attempts to 
address this issue. 

In brief, section 543 expresses the 
sense of the Senate that the military 
services should conduct a 1-year review 
of the records of military intelligence 
personnel to determine if they were 
prevented by the secrecy of their mis-
sions from being appropriately consid-
ered for the Medal of Honor, Distin-
guished Service Cross, and other 
awards. Based on the review, section 
543 authorizes the services to approve 
awards for deserving individuals not-
withstanding the statutory time limi-
tations governing such awards. 

However, since the provision was re-
ported from committee, a number of 
technical shortcomings have been 
pointed out to me by the military serv-
ices as well as by military intelligence 
veterans organizations. I have assem-
bled their suggestions for improving 
section 543 in the pending amendment. 
My amendment does several things: 

First, it would require, rather than 
urge, the services to undertake the pro-
posed review. Making the review man-
datory is important because many of 
the affected individuals are veterans of 
World War II or Korea who are in their 
60’s, 70’s, and 80’s and not in the best of 
health. Mandating that the review be 
undertaken and completed by a date 
certain rather than leaving it to the 
military’s discretion, would ensure 
that the cases of these older veterans 
will be considered before age takes its 
toll. 

Second, rather than requiring the 
military services to review the records 
of all military intelligence personnel, 
which would involve examining poten-
tially millions of documents and files— 
a monumental, perhaps impossible 
task—my amendment would simply re-
quire the services to review only the 
records of those individuals for whom 
recommendations have been received 
by the services during the 1-year pe-
riod. That is to say, the onus would be 
on the individual, or his or her sup-
porters, to apply for consideration dur-
ing the review period. This would con-
siderably ease the administrative bur-
den, and cost, that section 543 as cur-
rently drafted would impose on the 
military. 

Third, my amendment would allow 
the service Secretaries to reject an ap-
plication or recommendation if there is 
a justifiable basis for concluding that 

the application is specious. Again, the 
purpose of this particular provision is 
to make the services’ task easier by 
giving them the authority to reject at 
the outset any recommendation for an 
award that is, on its face, without 
merit. 

Fourth, it would require the services 
to take reasonable steps to publicize 
the opportunity to apply for awards 
during the 1-year review period. It 
would be a sad state of affairs, Mr. 
President, if certain deserving individ-
uals were not to take advantage of the 
review opportunity through lack of no-
tification. The services have an obliga-
tion to ensure that potential awardees 
are informed of the opportunity to 
apply for an award or decoration. 

Fifth, my amendment would require 
the services, upon completion of the re-
view, to make any legislative or ad-
ministrative recommendations to im-
prove award procedures with respect to 
military intelligence personnel. These 
recommendations will be important in 
helping Congress and the services de-
velop policies that will obviate prob-
lems of the kind which makes this leg-
islation necessary. 

Finally, I should note that my 
amendment is almost identical in form 
and substance to another provision in 
the committee bill, section 542, which 
concerns awards for service during the 
Vietnam era. Thus, I believe there is 
ample justification and precedent for 
the amendment I am offering. Cer-
tainly if Vietnam veterans deserve a 
chance to be reviewed for acts of her-
oism, military intelligence officers 
from other wars whose heroism has 
been long-overlooked should be ac-
corded a similar opportunity. 

Mr. President, we will soon be com-
memorating the 50th anniversary of V– 
J Day and the end of World War II. I 
can think of no better way to honor the 
courage and sacrifice of the men and 
women who served our country as mili-
tary intelligence officers during that 
conflict and in subsequent wars than to 
enact this amendment. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I would 
like to thank the chairman and rank-
ing member of the Personnel Sub-
committee, Senator COATS and Senator 
BYRD, as well as the chairman and 
ranking member of the full Committee, 
Senator THURMOND and Senator NUNN, 
for their understanding and assistance 
on this matter. I would also like to rec-
ognize the efforts of their staff, includ-
ing Andy Effron, P.T. Henry, and espe-
cially Charlie Abell, for the tremen-
dous support they provided my staff. 

I ask unanimous consent that copies 
of letters in support of this initiative 
from the commander of the U.S. Army 
Intelligence Command and the presi-
dents of the Veterans of the Office of 
Strategic Services and the Association 
of Former Intelligence Officers, be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CHIEF, MILITARY INTELLIGENCE 
CORPS., 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Fort Huachuca, AZ. 

Hon. DANIEL K. AKAKA, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR AKAKA: I appreciate your 

continued support concerning the Medal of 
Honor situation faced by Lieutenant Colonel 
Richard Sakakida, and several other of our 
unrecognized members of the Military Intel-
ligence Corps from World War II. 

I wholeheartedly concur that Lieutenant 
Colonel Richard Sakakida should be awarded 
the Medal of Honor for his valorous actions 
in covert operations during World War II. 
Unfortunately, Lieutenant Colonel Sakakida 
is not alone in his unrecognized heroism. 
Due to the sensitivity and classified nature 
of their missions, several other members and 
nominees of the Military Intelligence Corps 
Hall of Fame would certainly benefit from 
your legislation. These individuals include 
Master Sergeant Lorenzo Alverado, Spe-
cialist Harry Akune, Sergeant Peter de 
Pasqua, and Colonel Carl Eifler. I support 
your efforts for legislation S. 566 that re-
quires review of all World War II Military In-
telligence personnel. Recognition for their 
accomplishments is long overdue. 

If you require further assistance or back-
ground information, please contact Jim 
Chambers or Captain Vivian Santistevan, Of-
fice of the Chief of Military Intelligence, 
(502) 533–1178/1181. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES W. THOMAS, 

Brigadier General. 
VETERANS OF OSS, 

New York, NY, June 20, 1995. 
Hon. DANIEL K. AKAKA, 
Hart Senate Office Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR AKAKA: As President of the 
Veterans of the Office of Strategic Services 
(VSS), which represents the men and women 
who carried out the majority of US secret in-
telligence and special operations activities 
during WW II that were outside the tradi-
tional military structure, I am writing to ex-
press our organization’s strong support for 
your efforts to secure appropriate recogni-
tion for certain former military intelligence 
personnel who deserve same. 

As you know, there are many deserving in-
dividuals who served in intelligence capac-
ities during wartime who, because of the 
classified nature of their missions, were 
never appropriately considered for the Con-
gressional Medal of Honor, Distinguished 
Service Cross, or other awards prior to the 
statutory deadline for official consideration 
for these medals. 

Among others of our group who were un-
fairly precluded from receiving appropriate 
consideration include from Col. Carl Eifler, 
(who could not be put in for a Medal of 
Honor) to Camille Lelong, known then as Lt. 
Jacques P. Pavel, a Jed teammate of William 
Colby (who he put in for a Legion of Merit, 
but was never awarded) and nisei Kay 
Sugahara (who after internment, joined the 
OSS’s Moral Operations Branch and did ex-
traordinary work in the Pacific before and 
immediately after VJ Day, is now buried in 
Arlington, but never received any recogni-
tion whatsoever). 

VSS wholeheartedly supports legislation 
that would waive the time limits pertaining 
to the CMH and other medals for those indi-
viduals who, because of the secrecy of their 
operations, could and/or were not otherwise 
considered for these awards within the pre-
scribed normal military limitation. 

With all best wishes, 
Yours truly, 

GEOFFREY M.T. JONES, 
President. 
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ASSOCIATION OF FORMER 

INTELLIGENCE OFFICERS, 
McLean, VA, July 25, 1995. 

Hon. DANIEL K. AKAKA, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR AKAKA: As Executive Direc-
tor of the Association of Former Intelligence 
Officers (AFIO), I endorse your efforts to se-
cure recognition for military intelligence 
veterans. 

I wholeheartedly encourage proposed legis-
lation that would require the military serv-
ices to review the records of military intel-
ligence personnel who, because of the se-
crecy of their work, were never appro-
priately considered for the Medal of Honor, 
Distinguished Service Cross, or other award. 

The military should be required to review 
the records only of those individuals who 
apply to be reviewed or whose applications 
are submitted on their behalf. These individ-
uals could then be considered on a case-by- 
case basis. To ensure that the military re-
views the applications in a timely manner, a 
statutory delimiting deadline for making a 
final determination should be imposed, per-
haps one year from the date an application is 
received. 

Thank you again for your work on behalf 
of military intelligence veterans. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID D. WHIPPLE, 

Executive Director. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, this 
amendment establishes congressional 
findings concerning the potential for 
overlooking meritorious acts by those 
whose activities necessarily require se-
crecy. 

This establishes a 1-year period for 
review of recommendations and re-
quests for awards for the period from 
1940 to 1990. While the bill recognizes 
that persons deserving of awards may 
have been overlooked because their in-
telligence activities were necessarily 
secretive, it contains no provisions for 
review of existing procedures which are 
time consuming and not oriented to-
ward cases which contain a presump-
tion against reviewing cases more than 
3 years old. 

The provision establishes a limited 
time of 1 year and limits review to 
those requesting or recommended for 
such a review. 

I urge adoption of the amendment. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the 

amendment is satisfactory. 
I urge its adoption. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Hawaii. 

The amendment (No. 2099) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2100 
(Purpose: To require the Secretary of the 

Army to review the records relating to the 
award of the Distinguished Service Cross 
to Asian-Americans and Native American 
Pacific Islanders for service in the Army 
during World War II to determine whether 
the award should be upgraded to the Medal 
of Honor) 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I have an-

other amendment by the Senator from 

Hawaii, Senator AKAKA. This amend-
ment would require a review of awards 
to Asian-Americans and native Amer-
ican Pacific Islanders during World 
War II. It requires the review of awards 
to African-Americans to determine 
whether they should be upgraded. 

The Army has undertaken a review of 
World War II awards of the Distin-
guished Service Cross to determine 
whether any should be upgraded to the 
Medal of Honor. The review is re-
quested based on a concern that some 
awards may have been downgraded due 
to prejudice. 

The amendment requests a similar 
review of awards to native American 
Pacific Islanders in view of the possible 
prejudice at that time against these 
groups. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for 

Mr. AKAKA, proposes an amendment num-
bered 2100. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 206, between lines 4 and 5, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 544. REVIEW REGARDING AWARDS OF DIS-

TINGUISHED-SERVICE CROSS TO 
ASIAN-AMERICANS AND PACIFIC IS-
LANDERS FOR CERTAIN WORLD WAR 
II SERVICE. 

(a) REVIEW REQUIRED.—The Secretary of 
the Army shall— 

(1) review the records relating to the award 
of the Distinguished-Service Cross to Asian- 
Americans and Native American Pacific Is-
landers for service as members of the Army 
during World War II in order to determine 
whether the award should be upgraded to the 
Medal of Honor; and 

(2) submit to the President a recommenda-
tion that the President award a Medal of 
Honor to each such person for whom the Sec-
retary determines an upgrade to be appro-
priate. 

(b) WAIVER OF TIME LIMITATIONS.—The 
President is authorized to award a Medal of 
Honor to any person referred to in sub-
section (a) in accordance with a rec-
ommendation of the Secretary of the Army 
submitted under that subsection. The fol-
lowing restrictions do not apply in the case 
of any such person: 

(1) Sections 3744 and 8744 of title 10, United 
States Code. 

(2) Any regulation or other administrative 
restriction on— 

(A) the time for awarding a Medal of 
Honor; or 

(B) the awarding of a Medal of Honor for 
service for which a Distinguished-Service 
Cross has been awarded. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) The term ‘‘Native American Pacific Is-

lander’’ means a Native Hawaiian and any 
other Native American Pacific Islander with-
in the meaning of the Native American Pro-
grams Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 2291 et seq.). 

(2) The term ‘‘World War II’’ has the mean-
ing given that term in section 101(8) of title 
38, United States Code. 
REQUIRING THE REVIEW OF DISTINGUISHED 

SERVICE CROSS AWARDS TO ASIAN AMERICANS 
AND NATIVE AMERICAN PACIFIC ISLANDERS 
DURING WORLD WAR II 
Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I rise to 

offer an amendment to S. 1026, the fis-

cal year 1996 Department of Defense 
authorization bill. The amendment di-
rects the Secretary of the Army to re-
view the service records of Asian- 
Americans and Native American Pa-
cific Islanders who received the Distin-
guished Service Cross to determine 
whether the award should be upgraded 
to the Medal of Honor. 

Under the direction of then-Acting 
Secretary John Shannon, the Army is 
reviewing all Distinguished Service 
Cross [DSC] awards given to African- 
American soldiers during World War II 
to determine whether any of these 
cases merited an upgrade to the Con-
gressional Medal of Honor [CMH]. 

Mr. President, I offer my amendment 
to ensure that the Army conducts a 
similar study for Asian-Americans and 
Pacific Islanders who served during 
World War II. I am deeply concerned 
that this group of Americans may have 
also been discriminated against in the 
awarding of the CMH. The internment 
of Japanese-Americans during World 
War II is a clear indication of the bias 
that existed at the time. This hostile 
climate may have impacted the deci-
sion to award the military’s highest 
honor to Asians, particularly Japanese- 
Americans. 

The famed 100th Infantry Battalion/ 
442 Regimental Combat Team, which 
performed extraordinary deeds in Eu-
rope, still has the unique distinction of 
being the most highly decorated unit of 
its size in American history. In fact, 47 
individuals of the 442d Regimental 
Combat Team received the DSC. How-
ever, only one Japanese-American who 
served during World War II received 
the CMH; this award was given post-
humously after the war only when con-
cerns were raised that not one Amer-
ican of Japanese descent who served in 
World War II had received the medal. 

Mr. President, my amendment only 
serves to ensure fairness for Asian- 
Americans and Pacific Islanders who so 
gallantly served their country during 
World War II. As we celebrate the fif-
tieth anniversary of the Allied victory 
over the Axis powers, I think it is 
timely and appropriate that we under-
take such a initiative. I hope that my 
colleagues will support this important 
amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we find 
the amendment satisfactory and urge 
its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Hawaii, No. 
2100 

The amendment (No. 2100) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2101 

(Purpose: To revise section 723, relating to 
the applicability of CHAMPUS payment 
rules to health care provided by CHAMPUS 
providers to members of the uniformed 
services enrolled in a health care plan of a 
Uniformed Services Treatment Facility) 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on be-

half of Senator COATS, I offer an 
amendment which modifies section 723 
by striking the current section and re-
placing it with a new section which ac-
complishes the intended result of pro-
tecting Uniformed Services Treatment 
Facilities from being charged more 
than the CHAMPUS allowable costs for 
services provided by CHAMPUS pro-
viders to USTF enrollees who are 
treated when they are outside the 
USTF catchment area. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], 

for Mr. COATS, proposes amendment num-
bered 2101. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
Beginning on page 290, strike out line 12 

and all that follows through page 291, line 14, 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
SEC. 723. APPLICABILITY OF CHAMPUS PAYMENT 

RULES IN CERTAIN CASES. 
Section 1074 of title 10, United States Code, 

is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(d)(1) The Secretary of Defense, after con-
sultation with the other administering Sec-
retaries, may by regulation require a private 
CHAMPUS provider to apply the CHAMPUS 
payment rules (subject to any modifications 
considered appropriate by the Secretary) in 
imposing charges for health care that the 
provider provides outside the catchment area 
of a Uniformed Services Treatment Facility 
to a member of the uniformed services who is 
enrolled in a health care plan of the Uni-
formed Services Treatment Facility. 

‘‘(2) In this subsection: 
‘‘(A) The term ‘private CHAMPUS pro-

vider’ means a private facility or health care 
provider that is a health care provider under 
the Civilian Health and Medical Program of 
the Uniformed Services. 

‘‘(B) The term ‘CHAMPUS payment rules’ 
means the payment rules referred to in sub-
section (c). 

‘‘(C) The term ‘Uniformed Services Treat-
ment Facility’ means a facility deemed to be 
a facility of the uniformed services under 
section 911(a) of the Military Construction 
Authorization Act, 1982 (42 U.S.C. 248c(a)).’’. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, this 
amendment modifies section 723, 
amount payable by uniformed services 
for health care services provided out-
side the catchment areas of the facili-
ties, to perfect the provision. 

The amendment strikes the current 
section and replaces it with a new sec-
tion which accomplishes the intended 
result of protecting the Uniformed 
Services Treatment Facilities from 
being charged more than the 
CHAMPUS allowable costs for services 
provided by CHAMPUS providers to 
USTF enrollees who are treated when 
they are outside the USTF catchment 
area. 

The Uniformed Services Treatment 
Facilities and the Department of De-
fense concur in this change. I under-
stand this amendment is agreed to on 
both sides. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I urge 

adoption of the amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Indiana. 

The amendment (No. 2101) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2102 
(Purpose: To change a date in section 712) 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on be-

half of the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
COATS] I offer an amendment which 
would change the date after which 
USTF enrollees are subject to the 
TRICARE uniform benefits. This 
change will enable the USTF’s to en-
roll eligible personnel in the August- 
September 1995 enrollment period 
under the current benefit program. 
Any enrollment after October 1, 1995, 
would be subject to the TRICARE uni-
form benefit. 

Mr. President, I send to the desk the 
amendment and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], 

for Mr. COATS, proposes an amendment num-
bered 2102: 

On page 285, line 14, strike out ‘‘January 1, 
1995’’ and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘October 1, 
1995’’. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for im-
mediate consideration. 

This amendment modifies section 712, 
provision of TRICARE uniform benefits 
by uniformed services treatment facili-
ties, to change the date before which 
those enrolled in a USTF program 
would not be required to convert to the 
uniform benefit. 

Section 712 currently would grand fa-
ther those enrolled in a USTF health 
care program on or before January 1, 
1995. This amendment would change 
this date to October 1, 1995. This 
change will enable the USTF’s to en-
roll eligible personnel in the August– 
September 1995 enrollment period 
under the current benefit program. 
Any enrollment after October 1, 1995, 
would be subject to the TRICARE uni-
form benefit. 

I understand this amendment is 
agreed to on both sides. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I urge 
adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I urge 
adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Indiana. 

The amendment (No. 2102) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2103 
Mr. WARNER. Now, Mr. President, 

on behalf of the Senators from Okla-
homa, Mr. NICKLES and Mr. INHOFE, I 
offer an amendment which will require 
the General Accounting Office to re-
view the Department of Defense depot 
maintenance policy required in this 
bill. 

Mr. President, I believe this amend-
ment has been cleared by the other 
side. I think that is correct. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, that is cor-
rect. I have a brief statement I would 
like to make on behalf of the amend-
ment. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I now 
ask the clerk to read the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], 

for Mr. NICKLES, for himself and Mr. INHOFE, 
proposes an amendment numbered 2103. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 76, insert the following after line 4: 

‘‘(f) REVIEW BY THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING 
OFFICE.—(1) The Secretary shall make avail-
able to the Comptroller General of the 
United States all information used by the 
Department in developing the policy under 
subsections (a) through (d) of this section. 

(2) Not later than 45 days after the Sec-
retary submits to Congress the report re-
quired by subsection (a), the Comptroller 
General shall transmit to Congress a report 
containing a detailed analysis of the Sec-
retary’s proposed policy as reported under 
subsection (a). 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I want 
to thank the Senate Armed Services 
Committee members and staff for 
working closely with me and my staff 
on this amendment. I also want to 
thank my friend and colleague Senator 
INHOFE and his staff who played a key 
role in getting this amendment adopt-
ed. 

This amendment adds the require-
ment that once the Department of De-
fense submits its report to Congress re-
garding depot maintenance as required 
in this bill, the GAO be given 45 days to 
review the information and the conclu-
sions from the Pentagon’s rec-
ommended depot policy and submit 
that analysis to Congress. 

In my view this is an appropriate and 
non-controversial amendment. By pro-
viding the Congress with an analysis of 
the Pentagon’s proposal for depot 
maintenance the Congress will have an 
independent viewpoint on the rec-
ommended changes. 

This analysis will be critical as the 
Congress decides whether to adopt the 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:48 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00088 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S03AU5.REC S03AU5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S11315 August 3, 1995 
recommendations of the Pentagon or 
stay with the existing depot policy. 

Once again, I wish to thank the mem-
bers and staff of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee and Senator 
INHOFE for their cooperation and as-
sistance in having this amendment in-
cluded in this bill. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I support 
the Nickles amendment, which will 
strengthen the bill’s provisions on 
depot maintenance workload. 

Section 311 of the bill requires the 
Secretary of defense to submit to Con-
gress a comprehensive policy on the 
performance of depot-level mainte-
nance and repair not later than March 
31, 1996. 

The policy must: First, define pur-
pose of public depots; second, provide 
for performance of core capabilities at 
public depots; third, provide sufficient 
personnel, equipment, and facilities at 
public depots; fourth, address environ-
mental liability; fifth provide for pub-
lic private competition when there is 
sufficient potential for realizing cost 
savings based on adequate private sec-
tor competition and technical capabili-
ties; sixth require merit-based selec-
tion when workload of a depot is 
changed; seventh provide transition 
provisions for persons in DOD depots; 
and eighth address related issues on ex-
change of technical data, efficiency, 
and effects on the Federal workforce. 

The bill makes it clear that no 
changes may be made in the statutes 
requiring that at least 60 percent of the 
workload be preformed in public de-
pots, and the requirements to for pub-
lic/private competition for any change 
in workload requirements unless Con-
gress enacts separate legislation ap-
proving or modifying the DOD policy. 

The Nickles amendment would re-
quire a detailed analysis by the Gen-
eral Accounting Office of DOD’s pro-
posed depot maintenance policy. 

GAO oversight is necessary to assess 
the validity of DOD data and studies. 

The importance of GAO report has 
been demonstrated in the base closure 
process, where their data provided im-
portant perspective to the BRAC Com-
mission. 

While there may well be opportuni-
ties for increased contractor participa-
tion, these should be developed on the 
basis of careful analysis, not theo-
retical beliefs. Depot-level mainte-
nance and repair activities are essen-
tial to wartime readiness and sustain-
ability. The current system has proved 
to be highly effective in meeting na-
tional security needs, and should not 
be subjected to significant changes 
without a clear understanding of the 
consequences of a new policy. 

At the confirmation hearing for Dep-
uty Secretary of Defense John White, 
he was closely questioned about the 
recommendations of the Roles and Mis-
sions Commission concerning privat-
ization of depot workload. 

He acknowledged that the Commis-
sion did not conduct a comprehensive 
analysis of specific DOD functions to 

determine which should be privatized; 
that the recommendation reflected a 
general philosophical approach; that 
Commission did not develop a specific 
definition of the inherently govern-
mental functions that should not be 
privatized; that the Commission had 
not developed a specific concept of 
what core capabilities should be re-
tained; that there had been no analysis 
of the efficiency and effectiveness of 
current depots; and that the Commis-
sion did not have a specific plan for 
transitioning from public to private en-
tities. 

He also agreed that it was very im-
portant to ensure that any workload 
assigned to the private sector be sub-
ject to adequate private sector com-
petition. 

GAO review is needed to ensure that 
any changes in policy are developed on 
the basis of sound analysis rather than 
abstract philosophy. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I wish to 
express my thanks to Senator THUR-
MOND and the staff of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee for their diligence in 
working with Senator NICKLES and me 
and our staffs on this amendment. 

This amendment requires the Gen-
eral Accounting Office to review the 
DOD report on depot maintenance re-
quired in the National Defense Author-
ization Act of 1995 (S. 1026.), and report 
their findings to Congress within 45 
days of the date of the report. 

This is a common sense, non-
controversial amendment. It simply 
provides a second opinion for members 
of Congress when the time comes to re-
view the Department of Defense’s rec-
ommended changes. This additional re-
view will help Members sort through 
this complicated subject. 

Again, I thank the members and staff 
of the Armed Services Committee for 
their assistance in having this amend-
ment included in the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

The amendment (No. 2103) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2104 
(Purpose: To make various amendments to 

the provisions relating to the Naval Petro-
leum Reserves) 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on be-

half of the Senators MCCAIN and BINGA-
MAN and CAMPBELL, I send an amend-
ment to the desk. This amendment fur-
ther strengthens the safeguards estab-
lished to ensure minimum value—ex-
cuse me, that would be maximum 
value, to ensure maximum value, Mr. 
President, to the taxpayers as a con-
sequence of the sale of the Naval Petro-
leum Reserve. It is my understanding 
this amendment has been cleared on 
the other side. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, it is 
cleared as long as that word is ‘‘max-
imum’’ value. 

Mr. WARNER. That is correct. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
Mr. NUNN. I urge it be adopted. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], 

for Mr. MCCAIN, for himself, Mr. BROWN, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, and Mr. CAMPBELL, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2104. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 572, line 19, strike out ‘‘three 

months’’ and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘five 
months’’. 

On page 573, line 11, strike out ‘‘fair mar-
ket’’. 

On page 574, beginning on line 9, strike out 
‘‘In setting that price, the Secretary, in con-
sultation with the Director, may consider’’ 
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘The Secretary 
may not set the minimum acceptable price 
below’’. 

On page 574, at the end of line 19, insert the 
following: ‘‘Notwithstanding section 7433(b) 
of this title, costs and fees of retaining the 
investment banker shall be paid out of the 
proceeds of the sale of the reserve.’’. 

On page 574, line 22, insert ‘‘or contracts’’ 
after ‘‘contract’’. 

On page 575, line 3, insert ‘‘or contracts’’ 
after ‘‘contract’’. 

On page 575, line 11, insert ‘‘or contracts’’ 
after ‘‘contract’’. 

On page 575, line 17, insert ‘‘or contracts’’ 
after ‘‘contract’’. 

On page 576, line 11, by inserting ‘‘or pur-
chasers (as the case may be)’’ after ‘‘pur-
chaser’’. 

On page 578, line 17, by inserting ‘‘or pur-
chasers (as the case may be)’’ after ‘‘pur-
chaser’’. 

On page 579, line 4, strike out ‘‘a contract’’ 
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘any contract’’. 

On page 579, line 12, insert after ‘‘reserve’’ 
the following: ‘‘or any subcomponent there-
of’’. 

On page 579, line 16, insert ‘‘or parcel’’ 
after ‘‘reserve’’. 

On page 584, strike out line 11, and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 
the committees. 

‘‘(m) OVERSIGHT.—The Comptroller General 
shall monitor the actions of the Secretary 
relating to the sale of the reserve and report 
to the Committee on Armed Services of the 
Senate and the Committee on National secu-
rity of the House of Representatives any 
findings on such actions that the Comp-
troller General considers appropriate to re-
port to such committees. 

‘‘(n) ACQUISITION OF SERVICES.—The Sec-
retary may enter into contracts for the ac-
quisition of services required under this sec-
tion under the authority of paragraph (7) of 
section 303(c) of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 (41 
U.S.C. 253(c)), except that the notification 
required under subparagraph (B) of such 
paragraph for each contract shall be sub-
mitted to Congress not less than 7 days be-
fore the award of the contract. 

‘‘(o) RECONSIDERATION OF PROCESS OF 
SALE.—(1) If during the course of the sale of 
the reserve the Secretary of Energy and the 
Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget jointly determine that— 

‘‘(A) the sale is proceeding in a manner in-
consistent with achievement of a sale price 
that reflects the full value of the reserve, or 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES11316 August 3, 1995 
‘‘(B) a course of action other than the im-

mediate sale of the reserve is in the best in-
terests of the United States, 

the Secretary shall submit a notification of 
the determination to the Committee on 
Armed Services of the Senate and the Com-
mittees on National Security and on Com-
merce of the House of Representatives. 

‘‘(2) After the Secretary submits a notifica-
tion under paragraph (1), the Secretary may 
not complete the sale the reserve under this 
section unless there is enacted a joint resolu-
tion— 

‘‘(A) that is introduced after the date on 
which the notification is received by the 
committees referred to in such paragraph; 

‘‘(B) that does not have a preamble; 
‘‘(C) the matter after the resolving clause 

of which reads only as follows: ‘That the Sec-
retary of Energy shall proceed with activi-
ties to sell Naval Petroleum Reserve Num-
bered 1 in accordance with section 7421a of 
title 10, United States Code, notwithstanding 
the determination set forth in the notifica-
tion submitted to Congress by the Secretary 
of Energy on llllll.’ (the blank space 
being filled in with the appropriate date); 
and 

‘‘(D) the title of which is as follows: ‘Joint 
resolution approving continuation of actions 
to sell Naval Petroleum Reserve Numbered 
1’. 

‘‘(3) Subsection (k), except for paragraph 
(1) of such subsection, shall apply to the 
joint resolution described in paragraph (2).’’. 

On page 584, strike out line 20 and all that 
follows through page 586, line 12, and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 
SEC. 3302. FUTURE OF NAVAL PETROLEUM RE-

SERVES (OTHER THAN NAVAL PE-
TROLEUM RESERVE NUMBERED 1). 

(a) STUDY OF FUTURE OF PETROLEUM RE-
SERVES.—(1) The Secretary of Energy shall 
conduct a study to determine which of the 
following options, or combination of options, 
would maximize the value of the naval petro-
leum reserves to or for the United States: 

(A) Transfer of all or a part of the naval 
petroleum reserves to the jurisdiction of the 
Department of the Interior for leasing in ac-
cordance with the Mineral Leasing Act (30 
U.S.C. 181 et seq.) and surface management 
in accordance with the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.). 

(B) Lease of the naval petroleum reserves 
consistent with the provisions of such Acts. 

(C) Sale of the interest of the United 
States in the naval petroleum reserves. 

(2) The Secretary shall retain such inde-
pendent consultants as the Secretary con-
siders appropriate to conduct the study. 

(3) An examination of the value to be de-
rived by the United States from the transfer, 
lease, or sale of the naval petroleum reserves 
under paragraph (1) shall include an assess-
ment and estimate, in a manner consistent 
with customary property valuation practices 
in the oil industry, of the fair market value 
of the interest of the United States in the 
naval petroleum reserves. 

(4) Not later than December 31, 1995, the 
Secretary shall submit to Congress and 
make available to the public a report de-
scribing the results of the study and con-
taining such recommendations as the Sec-
retary considers appropriate to implement 
the option, or combination of options, identi-
fied in the study that would maximize the 
value of the naval petroleum reserves to or 
for the United States, 

(b) IMPLEMENTATION OF RECOMMENDA-
TIONS.—Not earlier than 31 days after sub-
mitting to Congress the report required 
under subsection (a)(4), and not later than 
December 31, 1996, the Secretary shall carry 
out the recommendations contained in the 
report. 

(c) NAVAL PETROLEUM RESERVES DE-
FINED.—For purposes of this section, the 
term ‘‘naval petroleum reserves’’ has the 
meaning given that term in section 7420(2) of 
title 10, United States Code, except that such 
term does not include Naval Petroleum Re-
serve Numbered 1. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I wanted 
to commend the Senator from New 
Mexico for his diligent work regarding 
this amendment. It takes another im-
portant step toward ensuring that the 
taxpayer receives a fair value for the 
reserve. 

The debate regarding the sale of the 
Naval Petroleum Reserve is not a new 
one. As my colleagues know, the sale of 
the reserve was proposed by the 
Reagan, Bush, and now Clinton admin-
istration. President Clinton’s budget 
reads ‘‘Producing and selling this oil 
and natural gas is a commercial, not a 
governmental activity, which is more 
appropriately performed by the private 
sector.’’ The sale of the reserve is advo-
cated by groups like the National Tax-
payers Union, the CATO institute and 
the Heritage Foundation. Furthermore, 
this year’s Budget Act directs the sale 
of the reserve in fiscal year 1996. 

I want to make it clear that my goal, 
Senator BINGAMAN’s goal and the goal 
of the committee has always been to 
sell this asset in a manner that pro-
tects the taxpayer and disposes the 
asset in a completely fair and open 
process that gives advantage to no one. 
To achieve this, the bill includes sev-
eral provisions to ensure the Federal 
Government receives the maximum 
value for the field. 

Specifically, the bill directs the Sec-
retary of Energy to hire five inde-
pendent assessors to establish a value 
for the reserve. The Secretary, in con-
sultation with the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, must use these as-
sessments when establishing a min-
imum bid. The Secretary is not per-
mitted to accept an offer below the 
minimum bid price. 

The independent assessors are re-
quired to include in the value of the 
field factors such as the equipment and 
facilities to be included in the sale, the 
estimated quantity of petroleum and 
natural gas in the reserve, and the an-
ticipated revenue stream that the 
Treasury would receive from the re-
serve if it were not sold, as well as all 
other considerations affecting the 
value of the reserve. 

The legislation also requires con-
sultation with several other agencies 
with expertise in these matters. It di-
rects the Secretary to consult with the 
General Services Administration to en-
sure that the bidding process is open. 
In identifying the highest offer, the 
Secretary is required to consult with 
the Secretary of the Treasury and the 
Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget. 

The Senate bill also includes a provi-
sion to address compliance with dead-
lines. In the event the Secretary is un-
able to comply with the timeliness 
identified in the bill, the Secretary in 
consultation with the Office of Man-

agement and Budget [OMB] is required 
to notify both the House National Se-
curity and Senate Armed Services 
Committees and submit a revised plan 
to complete the sale. 

It has been suggested that the sale of 
reserves in pieces may yield a better 
return to the Federal Government. The 
committee language allows for the Sec-
retary to sell the reserve in pieces or as 
one unit, whichever returns the best 
value to the taxpayers. 

Finally, the legislation requires a 31- 
day delay before the Secretary can fi-
nalize an agreement to accept the high-
est responsible offer. This delay allows 
the Congress to stop the sale if it is 
deemed not to be in the best interest of 
the taxpayer and the Federal Govern-
ment. In the event there is only a sin-
gle bidder, a joint resolution of Con-
gress would be required before approval 
of the sale. 

It has always been the committee’s 
intention to do everything possible to 
ensure that the legislation results in 
the highest return for the Federal Gov-
ernment and dispenses of this property 
in the fairest manner possible. The 
committee reported legislation, con-
tains many safeguards to help ensure 
that the interests of the taxpayer and 
the Nation are protected in the disposi-
tion of this asset. 

The amendment which I have crafted 
with Senator BINGAMAN goes even fur-
ther. The amendment provides in-
creased oversight of the sale by direct-
ing the General Accounting Office to 
monitor all aspects of the sale and re-
port to the Armed Services Committee 
and the House National Security Com-
mittee. 

We have also clarified the process for 
establishing the minimum bid. The 
value established by the five inde-
pendent assessors is based on the net 
present value of the reserve adjusted 
for any anticipated increases in tax 
revenues that would result if the re-
serve were sold. The Secretary is re-
stricted from selecting a minimum bid 
price less than that value. This will en-
sure that the value received for the Elk 
Hills site is fair to the Federal Govern-
ment. 

It also directs the Secretary of En-
ergy in conjunction with the Director 
of the Office of Management and Budg-
et to notify the House National Secu-
rity Committee and the Senate Armed 
Services Committee if the sale is not 
proceeding in manner that will yield 
the maximum value for the Federal 
Government or if they determine that 
another course of action will receive a 
better value for the Federal Govern-
ment. 

Once that notification has been 
made, the sale could not be completed 
unless the Congress approves a joint 
resolution in support of the bill. This 
would allow the administration the op-
portunity throughout this process to 
suggest an alternative way to deal with 
the reserve. 

Mr. President, the overriding concern 
of the committee was to ensure that 
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the taxpayers receive the maximum 
value for the reserve. We have taken 
several steps to accomplish this goal. 
The sale of this asset involves five Fed-
eral agencies in the sale of the reserve. 
It allows Congress to review the sale of 
the reserve for a month before it is fi-
nalized. In the event of a single bidder 
it requires our approval. Finally, it di-
rects the Secretary and the Director of 
OMB to notify us if the sale is pro-
ceeding properly or if they have a bet-
ter way of dealing with the reserve. 

As I said earlier, the debate regard-
ing the Naval Petroleum Reserve has 
been going on for a long time. The pas-
sage of the Defense Authorization Act 
will not end this debate. We still have 
to work this bill out in conference with 
the House. In addition, we will have to 
address this issue during the budget 
reconciliation debate because this pro-
vision still falls short of the budget in-
structions. During the course of debate 
I look forward to the suggestions of my 
colleagues on how to further improve 
this bill. I hope my colleagues will join 
Senator BINGAMAN and me in sup-
porting this amendment. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
want to thank the senior Senator from 
Arizona for his willingness to work 
with me on this amendment. This 
amendment basically puts every safe-
guard the Armed Services Committee 
staff or Senator McCain’s staff or Sen-
ator Campbell’s staff or my staff has 
come up with on the Elk Hills sale into 
the bill while remaining responsive to 
the mandate in the fiscal year 1996 con-
current budget resolution to sell the 
Elk Hills oil reserve in fiscal year 1996. 

As many of our colleagues know, the 
sale of the Nation’s naval petroleum 
reserves was not initiated by the 
Armed Services Committee. The sale 
was initially recommended by the ad-
ministration to take place over the 
next 2 years. The budget committees 
noted this and nevertheless decided to 
score the administration’s proposal in 
such a way that the sale will have to 
take place during the coming fiscal 
year instead of over the next 2 years. 

Many of us on the Armed Services 
Committee have serious reservations 
about the pace of this sale. The Na-
tional Academy of Public Administra-
tion has testified to serious concerns 
about selling the reserve in 1 year and 
about whether the taxpayers will get 
their money’s worth if this sale is 
rushed. R. Scott Fosler, president of 
the National Academy of Public Ad-
ministration, wrote Senator THURMOND 
on July 20 with his comments on the 
provision in the current bill. Let me 
cite the key paragraph in that letter: 

Every study of the management or privat-
ization of Elk Hills has documented the com-
plexity of the process of divestment. There 
are stubborn issues involving equity finaliza-
tion, California claims, and the establish-
ment of true values which are not likely to 
be disposed of in time to effect an advan-
tageous sale in one year. We, therefore, be-
lieve that the most prudent and efficacious 
course would be (1) establish the corporation 
as a management structure, (2) direct the 

corporation to develop a plan to sell Elk 
Hills (and possibly other reserves) within 
two or three years after the activation of the 
operation. This approach would permit an 
orderly, well-managed divestment process 
and would help assure that the government 
received full value for the assets sold. 

Mr. President, this option or any 
other option which would not result in 
the sale of Elk Hills and other reserves 
in fiscal year 1996 is not available to 
the Armed Services Committee under 
the budget resolution. I regret that. We 
only can sell these assets once. We 
should do it the right way. The Budget 
Committee should not be making the 
choices as to both the policy on selling 
the asset and the timing of that sale. 

So I support this amendment. It is 
the best we can do under current rec-
onciliation instructions. Indeed it 
probably goes to the limit of those in-
structions and I commend the Senator 
from Arizona and the Senator from 
Colorado for doing that. But I will con-
tinue to question those instructions 
and urge that the Armed Services Com-
mittee seek the flexibility from the 
Budget Committee that would allow 
the Secretary of Energy to dispose of 
these fields in the way that will bring 
maximum benefit to the taxpayers, the 
current owners of these assets. When 
the Armed Services Committee dis-
cusses reconciliation next month, per-
haps we can offer two options to the 
Budget Committee, the provision we 
are adopting today which meets their 
mandate to sell the reserve in 1 year 
and a second provision that would 
allow the Secretary to sell it over a 
more extended time period. 

Mr. President, this sale involves the 
10th largest oil field in the Nation. 
Each year this oil field provides ap-
proximately $400 million into the pub-
lic treasury. This is a very significant 
sale. 

Mr. President, I have been told that 
there are many uncertainties about 
this sale that would make a potential 
bidder very cautious. The exact share 
of the field which the Government 
owns and which Chevron owns is in 
question. The amount of oil in the field 
is in question. The State of California 
has a suit in the courts regarding that 
State’s interest in the field. 

For all of these reasons, Mr. Presi-
dent, Senator MCCAIN and I and others 
placed a number of safeguards into this 
legislation that protect the interests of 
the taxpayers when it was before the 
Armed Services Committee. This 
amendment, which is sponsored by 
Senators MCCAIN, CAMPBELL, and my-
self adds even further safeguards to en-
sure that we get a fair price in any 
sales that may take place of Elk Hills 
or its components if the Secretary 
chooses to sell the field in parcels. 

This amendment gives the Secretary 
of Energy the authority to stop the 
sale and report to the Congress if the 
sale is turning out to be a bad deal. It 
gives the Secretary the authority to 
recommend alternatives to the sale if 
the sale is turning out to be a give-
away. The amendment also sets up 

similar procedures for the sale of the 
oil shale reserves. Finally, Mr. Presi-
dent, this amendment contains several 
provisions to streamline the sale which 
have been requested by the Department 
of Energy to allow the sale to proceed 
as closely as possible to the schedule 
mandated by the Budget Committee. 

Mr. President, in conclusion, I wish 
to commend Senator MCCAIN again for 
his effort to make the best of this situ-
ation. Decisions were made for his 
Readiness Subcommittee by the Budg-
et Committee. He now has to imple-
ment those decisions and the provision 
in our bill as reported and the improve-
ments being made today by this 
amendment represent his and the com-
mittee as a whole’s best effort to do 
that given the information we had 
available in late June and now in early 
August. 

The Armed Services Committee does 
not normally deal with selling Govern-
ment assets and certainly we are not 
experts in oil field transactions. We 
have produced a provision that I be-
lieve is a significant improvement on 
the provision in the House version of 
this bill. And perhaps with the help of 
the budget committees, we will be able 
to improve it further in conference on 
this bill or in the reconciliation bill 
where this matter will also be dealt 
with. 

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of 
the amendment. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I 
want to thank the committee chair-
man, Senator THURMOND, and the rank-
ing member, Senator NUNN, for work-
ing with me and with the senior Sen-
ator from Colorado to craft an amend-
ment to the bill concerning the Naval 
Oil Shale Reserves. 

Section 3302 of the bill before us 
today would direct the Secretary of 
Energy to study the Naval Oil Shale 
Reserves and the Naval Petroleum Re-
serves, with the exception of the NPR 1 
at Elk Hills, for the purpose of deter-
mining how the Federal Government, 
and the U.S. taxpayer, would best be 
served in the management and disposi-
tion of these reserves. 

I support that goal. Last year the En-
ergy Committee, of which I am a mem-
ber, passed my bill which would have 
directly transferred jurisdiction over 
the Naval Oil Shale Reserves from the 
Department of Energy to the Depart-
ment of the Interior. Since that time 
the Armed Services Committee has 
raised a concern that we may not have 
the appropriate scale of information to 
determine how we best maximize the 
Federal interest in these resources. 
These are federally owned resources; in 
these days of tough, difficult decisions 
on how we reduce the federal deficit, it 
is critical to me that the Federal inter-
est be protected. 

I commend the committee for ad-
dressing this issue. However I believe 
that this bill should take the next step. 
The amendment that I have worked 
out with the chairman and ranking 
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member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee simply provides the Secretary 
of Energy with the authority to take 
that next step and implement whatever 
course of action is recommended by the 
study. Indeed, the Department of En-
ergy asked, and I strongly agreed, that 
the time for endless study of the oil 
shale reserves must end and we should 
move expeditiously to develop these re-
sources. 

I have worked very carefully with the 
Department of Energy, whose staff re-
quested nearly a dozen changes in the 
amendment, virtually all of which I 
made. 

Under my amendment, three options 
for disposition of these resources could 
be considered. The reserves could be 
competitively leased by the Depart-
ment of the Interior just the same as 
the other millions of acres of federally 
owned, energy resource lands in Amer-
ica. They could be leased by the De-
partment of Energy. And they could be 
sold by the Department of Energy. 

Some background may be appro-
priate. Two executive orders, in 1916 
and 1924, withdrew public lands for the 
purpose of establishing three Naval Oil 
Shale Reserves. The purpose of the re-
serves was to ensure the military suffi-
cient oil from the oil shale in the event 
of a cutoff of strategic oil supplies dur-
ing a war. 

Naval Oil Shale Reserve 1 (40,760 
acres) and 3 (14,130 acres) are located in 
northwest Colorado near Rifle, and 
Naval Oil Shale Reserve 2 (90,400 acres) 
is in eastern Utah. Ironically, the crit-
ical resource within these properties is 
not oil shale, but natural gas. Profit-
able development of shale oil currently 
is considered to be decades away. 

Management of the reserves was 
transferred from the Department of the 
Navy to the Department of Energy by 
the Department of Energy Organiza-
tion Act in 1977. The Department of 
Energy has a cooperative agreement 
with the Bureau of Land Management 
to manage the surface resources of the 
reserves. 

The reserves located in Colorado are 
situated on portions of three large nat-
ural gas producing fields, the Para-
chute, Rulison, and Grand Valley, and 
are estimated to contain substantial 
natural gas hydrocarbons. There has 
been significant private natural gas 
drilling and extraction activity on the 
southern border of the third reserve 
since 1978. Since 1980, 277 private wells 
have been drilled contiguous to the 
boundaries of Reserve 1 and 2; and 
through fiscal year 1992, 89 commercial 
producing gas wells were drilled by pri-
vate industry within one mile of the 
boundary of the reserves. 

The Department of Energy deter-
mined in 1983 that the potential existed 
for drainage of natural gas from the re-
serves due to the private development 
outside of the reserves. To prevent 
drainage of public resources, the De-
partment of Energy began a protection 
program, drilling 35 offset and 
communitization wells. According to 

the Department of Energy’s Annual 
Report of Operations for fiscal year 
1992, natural gas production between 
fiscal years 1977 and 1992 totalled 5.4 
billion cubic feet. Revenues from the 
reserves totalled $5 million between 
fiscal years 1977 and 1992; expenditures 
for the same period totalled $24.8 mil-
lion. 

Clearly, this is a giant money loser 
under Department of Energy steward-
ship. These reserves should be revenue 
raisers, not simply a black hole for En-
ergy Department spending and bu-
reaucracy. 

Under the Naval Petroleum Reserves 
Production Act of 1976, the Secretary 
of Energy has discretionary authority 
to undertake certain activities, such as 
oil and gas development in the re-
serves, but only as necessary to pro-
tect, conserve, maintain or test the re-
serves. Production for other purposes 
may take place only with the approval 
of the President and Congress. That 
production—for commercial purposes— 
is the business we are doing today. 

Mr. President, I have worked closely 
with the Department of Energy these 
past months. The DOE leadership 
wants very badly to be able to end the 
study phase and get on with the devel-
opment phase. 

Again, I want to thank the chairman 
of the Armed Services Committee for 
working with me on an amendment 
which will move us forward toward the 
actual development of these important 
natural resources in my State. 

Mr. WARNER. I urge adoption of the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Arizona. 

The amendment (No. 2104) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2105 

(Purpose: To extend the fiscal year 1993 
project authorization for the JP–8 fuel fa-
cility at the Los Alamitos Reserve Center, 
California) 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator from California, Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN, proposes an amendment 
numbered 2105. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 433, in the table relating to the ex-

tension of 1993 project authorizations for the 
Army National Guard, insert after the item 
relating to the project at Union Springs, 
Alabama, the following: 

Cali-
fornia.

Los 
Alamit-
os 
Armed 
Forces 
Reserve 
Center.

Fuel Fa-
cility.

$1,553,000 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I believe 
this amendment has been cleared by 
both sides. 

This amendment by the Senator from 
California extends for 1 year, fiscal 
year 1993 project authorization for a 
$1.553 million fuel facility project at 
Los Alamitos Reserve Center in Cali-
fornia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the 
amendment is acceptable. We urge its 
adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from California. 

The amendment (No. 2105) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2106 
(Purpose: To make the authority under sec-

tion 648 subject to the availability of ap-
propriations) 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I send 

to the desk an amendment on behalf of 
the senior Senator from South Caro-
lina, Mr. THURMOND. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], 

for Mr. THURMOND, proposes an amendment 
numbered 2106. 

Mr. WARNER. I ask that further 
reading of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
Beginning on page 275, strike out line 19 

and all that follows through page 277, line 18, 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

(a) STUDY REQUIRED.—(1) The Secretary of 
Defense shall conduct a study to determine 
the quantitative results (described in sub-
section (b)) of enactment and exercise of au-
thority for the Secretary of the military de-
partment concerned to pay an annuity to the 
qualified surviving spouse of each member of 
the Armed Forces who— 

(A) died before March 21, 1974, and was en-
titled to retired or retainer pay on the date 
of death; or 

(B) was a member of a reserve component 
of the Armed Forces during the period begin-
ning on September 21, 1972, and ending on 
October 1, 1978, and at the time of his death 
would have been entitled to retired pay 
under chapter 67 of title 10, United States 
Code (as in effect before December 1, 1994), 
but for the fact that he was under 60 years of 
age. 

(2) A qualified surviving spouse for pur-
poses of paragraph (1) is a surviving spouse 
who has not remarried and who is not eligi-
ble for an annuity under section 4 of Public 
Law 92–425 (10 U.S.C. 1448 note). 

(b) REQUIRED DETERMINATIONS.—By means 
of the study required under subsection (a), 
the Secretary shall determine the following 
matters: 
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(1) The number of unremarried surviving 

spouses of deceased members and deceased 
former members of the Armed Forces re-
ferred to in subparagraph (A) of subsection 
(a)(1) who would be eligible for an annuity 
under authority described in such sub-
section. 

(2) The number of unremarried surviving 
spouses of deceased members and deceased 
former members of reserve components of 
the Armed Forces referred to in subpara-
graph (B) of subsection (a)(1) who would be 
eligible for an annuity under authority de-
scribed in such subsection. 

(3) The number of persons in each group of 
unremarried former spouses described in 
paragraphs (1) and (2) who are receiving a 
widow’s insurance benefit or a widower’s in-
surance benefit under title II of the Social 
Security Act on the basis of employment of 
a deceased member or deceased former mem-
ber referred to in subsection (a)(1). 

(c) REPORT.—(1) Not later than March 1, 
1996, the Secretary of Defense shall submit 
to the Committee on Armed Services of the 
Senate and the Committee on National Secu-
rity of the House of Representatives a report 
on the results of the study. 

(2) The Secretary shall include in the re-
port a recommendation on the amount of the 
annuity that should be authorized to be paid 
under any authority described in subsection 
(a)(1) together with a recommendation on 
whether the annuity should be adjusted an-
nually to offset increases in the cost of liv-
ing. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for immediate consideration. 

This amendment modifies section 648, 
annuities for certain military sur-
viving spouses to eliminate the direct 
spending costs. When the committee 
adopted this provision during our 
markup, we did so based on a cost esti-
mate from the Congressional Budget 
Office which made this provision af-
fordable. Later, after the bill was ap-
proved by the committee, CBO revised 
the cost estimate upward. The revised 
estimate is that this provision will cost 
$40 million in direct spending in fiscal 
year 1996. 

The Budget Committee is forcing us 
to take this action under threat of 
placing a point of order against our 
bill. I have looked at every solution 
available to me to find a way to keep 
these annuities. I am disappointed that 
I am unable to retain the provision this 
year. 

The amendment modifies the provi-
sion to require the Secretary of De-
fense to conduct a study to determine 
how many forgotten widows would 
qualify for an annuity and to rec-
ommend the amount of such an annu-
ity. The required study is to be deliv-
ered to the Armed Services Committee 
not later than March 1, 1996. This will 
give us time to consider the informa-
tion in the report and develop legisla-
tion next year which will finally au-
thorize providing this group of sur-
viving military spouses the compensa-
tion they deserve. Once the committee 
has this study, we will be able to pro-
vide the Budget Committee and the 
Congressional Budget Office the data 
necessary to preclude the technical 
budgetese we faced this year from de-
terring us next year. 

I understand this amendment is 
agreed to on both sides. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I be-
lieve this amendment is acceptable on 
the other side. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, we have no 
objection to this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from South Caro-
lina. 

The amendment (No. 2106) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2107 
(Purpose: To require a review and report on 

United States policy on the security of the 
national information infrastructure) 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on be-
half of Senators KYL and ROBB, I offer 
an amendment which requires the 
President to submit an assessment of 
the policy and plans for protecting the 
national information infrastructure 
and assessment of the national commu-
nications system. 

Mr. President, I believe this amend-
ment has been cleared on the other side 
of the aisle. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], 

for Mr. KYL, for himself, Mr. ROBB, and Mr. 
BINGAMAN, proposes an amendment num-
bered 2107. 

Mr. NUNN. I ask unanimous consent 
that further reading of the amendment 
be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 403, between lines 16 and 17, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 1095. REVIEW OF NATIONAL POLICY ON PRO-

TECTING THE NATIONAL INFORMA-
TION INFRASTRUCTURE AGAINST 
STRATEGIC ATTACKS. 

Not later than 120 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the President 
shall submit to Congress a report setting 
forth the following: 

(1) The national policy and architecture 
governing the plans for establishing proce-
dures, capabilities, systems, and processes 
necessary to perform indications, warning, 
and assessment functions regarding strategic 
attacks by foreign nations, groups, or indi-
viduals, or any other entity against the na-
tional information infrastructure. 

(2) The future of the National Communica-
tions System (NCS), which has performed 
the central role in ensuring national secu-
rity and emergency preparedness commu-
nications for essential United States Govern-
ment and private sector users, including, 
specifically, a discussion of— 

(A) whether there is a federal interest in 
expanding or modernizing the National Com-
munications System in light of the changing 
strategic national security environment and 
the revolution in information technologies; 
and 

(B) the best use of the National Commu-
nications System and the assets and experi-
ence it represents as an integral part of a 
larger national strategy to protect the 

United States against a strategic attack on 
the national information infrastructure. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I rise to pro-
pose an amendment to S. 1026, the De-
fense Authorization Act. I am pleased 
to introduce this amendment which 
will require the President to analyze 
all issues in developing a progressive, 
cohesive national policy toward pro-
tecting our ability to communicate, 
our defense structure, and our informa-
tion. 

There is currently no defense against 
attacks on our Nation’s information 
systems, which include our defense, 
telephone, public utility, and banking 
systems. Military officials have no 
ability to protect our country from 
cyberspace attacks, and no legal or po-
litical authority to protect our infor-
mation systems against another coun-
try’s offensive. Current CIA Director 
John Deutch said, at his Senate con-
firmation hearing, ‘‘this is a very im-
portant subject * * * which we really 
don’t have a crisp answer to.’’ 

We need to start looking for that an-
swer now, since the problem is loom-
ing. A June 14 Wall Street Journal ar-
ticle reported that security experts 
were used to ‘‘hack’’ into 12,000 Defense 
Department computer systems con-
nected to the Internet. The experts 
‘‘hacked’’ their way into 88 percent of 
the systems, and 96 percent of the at-
tacks were undetected. According to a 
June 1995 Federal Computer Week arti-
cle, computer hackers are breaking 
into Defense systems by using highly 
automated tools. The article reported 
that the DOD’s Center for Information 
Systems Security is receiving two 
computer attacks a day—twice the rate 
of last year’s intrusions. In 1994, the 
DOD recorded 255 successful attacks. 

The threat is imminent. According to 
a 1994 report prepared by the National 
Communications System [NCS], no 
fewer than 30 countries are working on 
information warfare techniques. The 
administration must develop a com-
prehensive national policy that coordi-
nates national security defense for 
both U.S. Government and private sec-
tor users of our National Information 
Infrastructure [NII]. My amendment 
seeks to analyze all critical issues in-
volved in protecting our Nation’s infor-
mation infrastructure. These answers 
will provide a framework, I believe, to-
ward developing our Nation’s policy for 
defending against strategic attacks 
against the NII. 

As technology changes, we cannot 
allow ourselves to become vulnerable 
to attack on the nerve centers of our 
society and defense structure. We need 
to modernize our laws to protect 
against this very real threat. Vice 
Adm. Arthur Cebrowski, director of C4 
systems at the Pentagon, states that, 
‘‘a critical policy implication of the 
revolution in security affairs is the 
need to treat information and access to 
information as a vital national inter-
est,’’ and ‘‘information warfare must 
become an important instrument of na-
tional security policy.’’ 
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Now is the time for Congress to be 

active. This amendment is intended to 
place an emphasis on an issue that 
must be addressed before our country’s 
communications system is attacked. 
We must begin now to elevate our ef-
forts to protect the national security 
interest of this country. I urge my col-
leagues to support my amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. I urge the adoption of 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 2107) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2108 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on be-

half of Senators MCCAIN and 
LIEBERMAN, I send an amendment to 
the desk and ask for its immediate con-
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], 

for Mr. MCCAIN, for himself and Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, proposes an amendment num-
bered 2108. 

Mr. WARNER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that further reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following: 
SEC. . IRAN AND IRAQ ARMS NONPROLIFERA-

TION. 
(a) SANCTIONS AGAINST TRANSFERS OF PER-

SONS.—Section 1604(a) of the Iran-Iraq Arms 
Non-Proliferation Act of 1992 (title XVI of 
Public Law 102–484; 50 U.S.C. 1701 note) is 
amended by inserting ‘‘to acquire chemical, 
biological, or nuclear weapons or’’ before ‘‘to 
acquire’’. 

(b) SANCTIONS AGAINST TRANSFERS OF FOR-
EIGN COUNTRIES.—Section 1605(a) of such Act 
is amended by inserting ‘‘to acquire chem-
ical, biological, or nuclear weapons or’’ be-
fore ‘‘to acquire’’. 

(c) CLARIFICATION OF UNITED STATES AS-
SISTANCE.—Subparagraph (A) of section 
1608(7) of such Act is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(A) any assistance under the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151 et seq.), 
other than urgent humanitarian assistance 
or medicine;’’. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, today I 
am offering an amendment to the De-
fense Authorization bill to assist the 
President in his efforts to deal with the 
growing threat to American interests 
from Iran. President Clinton clearly 
sought to address this threat with his 
May 6 Executive order establishing a 
full United States embargo of Iran. It 
is my hope that short of successfully 
encouraging other nations from trad-
ing with Iran, an extremely chal-
lenging task, the President will be able 
to use the authority in this amend-
ment to encourage other countries to 

at least refrain from contributing to 
Iranian weapons capability. 

The 1992 Iran-Iraq Arms Non-Pro-
liferation Act, which I cosponsored 
with then-Senator GORE, established 
sanctions against third parties which 
assist Iran and Iraq in their efforts to 
rebuild their weapons capabilities. It 
was a start, but it did not go far 
enough. Efforts by Senator LIEBERMAN 
and me last year to expand the legisla-
tion were unsuccessful. 

The 1992 bill was intended to target 
not only the acquisition of conven-
tional weapons, but weapons of mass 
destruction as well. In the process of 
amending the bill to the 1993 Defense 
Act, however, the explicit references to 
weapons of mass destruction were 
dropped. 

The amendment I am offering today 
attempts to make these applications 
absolutely clear. It also removes from 
the proposed sanctions exceptions for 
assistance under the Freedom Support 
Act, thereby removing the benefit of 
the doubt Congress gave Russia in 1992. 
I am afraid Russia has used this excep-
tion to the detriment of United States 
policy in the Persian Gulf. 

The threat from Iraq is not an imme-
diate concern. The most important as-
pect of our policy with regard to Iraq 
must be to remain firm on the U.N. em-
bargo. But given the history of the 
Iraqi military build-up before the Gulf 
war, the sanctions included in the Iran- 
Iraq Act may at a later date be as im-
portant with regard to Iraq as they are 
currently in the case of Iran. 

The threat from Iran is more imme-
diate. The Iranian build-up in the Per-
sian Gulf is common knowledge. Its im-
portation of hundreds of North Korean 
SCUD–C missiles, its intention to ac-
quire the Nodong North Korean mis-
siles currently under development, and 
its efforts to develop nuclear weapons 
are well-established—as is its conven-
tional weapons build-up. 

Successive CIA directors, and Secre-
taries Perry and Christopher have all 
testified to the effect that Iran is en-
gaged in an extensive effort to acquire 
nuclear weapons. In February, Russia 
signed an agreement to provide Iran 
with a 1000 megawatt light water nu-
clear reactor. The Russians indicate 
that they may soon agree to build as 
many as three more reactors—another 
1000 megawatt reactor, and two 440 
megawatt reactors. 

I have raised my concerns regarding 
this sale with the administration on a 
number of occasions. Under the amend-
ment I am offering today, the Presi-
dent will be required to either invoke 
sanctions against Russia as a result of 
its nuclear deal with Iran or formally 
waive the requirement out of concern 
for the national interest. Let me be 
clear. My intention is not to gut 
United States assistance to Russia. It 
is to prevent Russia from providing 
Iran dangerous technology. If the 
President determines that invoking 
sanctions against Russia is a greater 
potential danger to the national inter-

est than the potential danger of a nu-
clear armed Iran, then he has the au-
thority under this amendment to waive 
the sanctions. 

We sent our Armed Forces to war in 
the Persian Gulf once in this decade. 
They endured hardship to themselves 
and their families. Some will live with 
the injuries they suffered in service to 
our Nation for the rest of their lives. 
And, as is the case with every war, 
some never returned. With the coopera-
tion of our friends in Europe, whose 
own sacrifices to the effort to free Ku-
wait should not be forgotten, we must 
see that the service of these brave men 
and women was not in vain. 

Stability and security in the Persian 
Gulf is vital to the world economy and 
to our own national interests. Aggres-
sors in the region should know that if 
we must, we will return to the Persian 
Gulf with the full force of Operation 
Desert Storm. At the same time, our 
friends and adversaries elsewhere in 
the world should understand that the 
United States will do everything in its 
power to preclude that necessity. It is 
my sincere hope that his legislation 
will serve as an indication of just how 
serious we are. 

Mr. WARNER. I believe this is ac-
ceptable on the other side. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I urge the 
adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 2108) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2109 
(Purpose: To provide funding for the activi-

ties of the Defense Base Closure and Re-
alignment Commission for the remainder 
of 1995) 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on be-

half of Senator THURMOND, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], 

for Mr. THURMOND, proposes an amendment 
numbered 2109. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 468, after line 24, add the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. 2825. FINAL FUNDING FOR DEFENSE BASE 

CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COM-
MISSION. 

Section 2902(k) of the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Act of 1990 (part A of title 
XXIX of Public Law 101–510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 
note) is amended by adding at the end the 
following; 

‘‘(3)(A) The Secretary may transfer from 
the account referred to in subparagraph (B) 
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such unobligated funds in that account as 
may be necessary for the Commission to 
carry out its duties under this part during 
October, November, and December 1995. 
Funds transferred under the preceding sen-
tence shall remain available until December 
31, 1995. 

‘‘(B) The account referred to in subpara-
graph (A) is the Department of Defense Base 
Closure Account established under section 
207(a) of the Defense Authorization Amend-
ments and Base Closure and Realignment 
Act (Public Law 100–526; 10 U.S.C. 2687 
note).’’. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to sponsor an amendment that 
would authorize the Department of De-
fense to fund the Base Closure and Re-
alignment Commission for the remain-
der of calendar year 1995. 

The law establishing the Base Clo-
sure Commission authorized the De-
partment of Defense to fund the oper-
ations of the Commission using fiscal 
year 1991 authorization. Unfortunately, 
the Department’s 1990 estimate of the 
Commission’s operating expenses fell 
short of actual requirement. This 
shortfall is due to the extensive travel 
required of the Commission to visit 
each base on the Secretary of Defense’s 
closure list and attend the numerous 
hearings required to make the process 
as fair and open as possible. Addition-
ally, the Commission had to purchase a 
new computer system to support its op-
eration. 

Mr. President, in my judgment the 
Base Closure Commission has provided 
a valuable service to the Nation. The 
funding, which is estimated to be less 
than $300,000 is necessary for the Com-
mission to archive at files and prepare 
the appropriate closeout reports. I am 
advised that the Department of De-
fense is prepared to provide the nec-
essary funds from existing authority, 
but needs this legislation authority. 

Mr. President, this is an appropriate 
use of the Defense Department funds 
and I urge adoption of the amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, this re-
lates to the Base Closure Commission 
for the remainder of the calendar year 
for 1995. It is my understanding it has 
been accepted on the other side. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, we have 
cleared this amendment. I urge its 
adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 2109) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, as far 
as I know, this concludes the matters 
relating to the pending measure. On be-
half of the distinguished majority lead-
er, I am prepared to address some 
wrapup items for the evening. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank my friend from 
Virginia and look forward to further 
debate on the bill tomorrow morning. 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on be-
half of the majority leader, I ask unan-
imous consent that there now be a pe-
riod for the transaction of morning 
business, with Senators permitted to 
speak for up to 5 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO U.S.S. ‘‘SOUTH 
DAKOTA’’ VETERANS 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, with 
a sense of pride and honor I rise today 
to pay special tribute to Floyd 
Gulbrandson, Al Rickel, Charles 
Skorpik, Willie Wieland, and the rest 
of the crew of the U.S.S. South Dakota, 
one of the most decorated battleships 
during World War II. Commissioned on 
March 20, 1942, the U.S.S. South Dakota 
quickly became the flagship of Admiral 
Nimitz’s 3rd Fleet, and originally was 
intended to host the Japanese sur-
render which ultimately was held on 
the U.S.S. Missouri. 

Stretching more than 600 feet and 
displacing more than 43,000 tons of 
water, the U.S.S. South Dakota de-
fended our Nation in World War II by 
traveling across 276,000 miles of ocean 
with massive firepower which included 
nine 16-inch guns, sixteen 5-inch guns, 
sixty-eight 40-millimeter guns, and 
seventy-six 20-millimeter guns. During 
her years of active service, more than 
7,000 brave individuals would serve 
aboard the South Dakota. Collectively, 
the crew of the U.S.S. South Dakota en-
dured her many battles and earned sev-
eral distinguished awards, including 
the Navy Unit Commendation, the Asi-
atic-Pacific Campaign Medal with 13 
battles stars, the World War II Victory 
Medal, and the Navy Occupation Serv-
ice Medal. 

Mr. President, I want to highlight 
some of many moments of naval com-
bat from the many successful battles 
experienced by the crew of the U.S.S. 
South Dakota. On October 26, 1942, the 
U.S.S. South Dakota entered its first 
battle with a freshman crew on deck 
and was attacked by 180 enemy bomb-
ers in what is now know as the Battle 
of Santa Cruz Island. Defending both 
the Enterprise and Hornet aircraft car-
riers, the U.S.S. South Dakota offered a 
bold retaliation of gunfire that shot 
down an unprecedented 30 enemy air-
craft and helped render two enemy air-
craft carriers inoperative. For their 
valiant action during the repeated at-
tacks and heavy fire, Captain Gatch 
was decorated with the Navy Cross, the 
crew was presented with the Navy Unit 
Commendation and the U.S.S. South 
Dakota received its first of 13 battle 
stars. That was an extraordinary be-
ginning to an extraordinary vessel that 
symbolized gallantry, honor, and serv-
ice at sea. 

Mr. President, on October 25, 1962, 
the first and only U.S.S. South Dakota, 
one of the greatest battleships ever to 
sail during World War II, was sold for 

scrap metal. Although gone, the U.S.S. 
South Dakota continues in the memory 
of those who served on her decks. I am 
proud of the heritage of the U.S.S. 
South Dakota. She was instrumental 
during World War II in fighting suc-
cessfully for the freedoms we now 
enjoy. I commend the brave crew of the 
U.S.S. South Dakota for their courage 
and commitment to duty. In honor of 
the crew, their dedicated service, and 
the memory of this great battleship, I 
have asked the Secretary of the Navy 
to name one of the new attack sub-
marines the U.S.S. South Dakota. That 
would be a fitting tribute—to have one 
of the next generation’s great sub-
marines carry the same name of one of 
America’s truly great battleships. 

f 

REPUBLICAN MEDICARE CUTS AND 
THE SO-CALLED COALITION TO 
SAVE MEDICARE 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, today, 
the Republican disinformation cam-
paign on Medicare went into high gear. 
The leaders of the Republican Party 
have entered into an unholy alliance 
with the insurance industry to raid 
Medicare by raising costs for senior 
citizens and turning Medicare over to 
private insurance companies. 

The overall Republican goal is to cut 
Medicare by $270 billion in order to pay 
for their $245 billion dollar tax cut for 
the wealthy. To achieve those harsh 
cuts in Medicare, senior citizens will be 
forced to pay more—far more—for the 
Medicare benefits they now receive. To 
line up the insurance industry on their 
side, the Republicans are offering the 
industry the chance to get its hands on 
Medicare and earn vast additional prof-
its at the expense of senior citizens. 

The phony Republican coalition to 
save Medicare is now clear for all to 
see. It includes representatives of 
wealthy individuals and businesses who 
care about tax cuts, not senior citizens. 
It includes private insurance compa-
nies who want the elderly to be forced 
to give up Medicare and buy their poli-
cies. 

Republicans pretend they want to 
save Medicare. What they really want 
to save is their tax cut for the wealthy. 

Republicans pretend they want to re-
store the solvency of Medicare and save 
the trust fund. But I say, you cannot 
trust Republicans who talk about the 
trust fund. The Republican cuts in 
Medicare are deeper—far deeper—than 
any cuts needed to keep Medicare sol-
vent. 

The fundamental issue is not keeping 
Medicare solvent—it is keeping Repub-
licans away from Medicare. 

Democrats know how to keep Medi-
care solvent, and we will do it. We will 
do it without raising costs for senior 
citizens, without forcing senior citizens 
into HMO’s without forcing them to 
give up their own doctors and without 
turning Medicare over to the tender 
loving hands of the private insurance 
industry. 
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The real question is trust. Do the 

American people trust Democrats to 
save Medicare—or do they trust Repub-
licans? I believe the answer is clear. 
Democrats have earned the trust of 
America on Medicare, and we intend to 
honor that trust. 

f 

WAS CONGRESS IRRESPONSIBLE? 
CONSIDER THE ARITHMETIC 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, before 
discussing today’s bad news about the 
Federal debt, how about ‘‘another go’’, 
as the British put it, with our pop quiz. 
Remember? One question, one answer. 

The question: How many millions of 
dollars does it take to make a trillion 
dollars? (While you are thinking about 
it, bear in mind that it was the U.S. 
Congress that ran up the Federal debt 
that now exceeds $4.9 trillion.) 

To be exact, as of the close of busi-
ness yesterday, August 2, the total fed-
eral debt—down to the penny—stood at 
$4,956,664,786,501.42, of which, on a per 
capita basis, every man, woman and 
child in America owes $18,815.58. 

Mr. President, back to our pop quiz, 
how many million in a trillion: There 
are a million million in a trillion. 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his 
secretaries. 

f 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting a treaty and sundry 
nominations which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

REPORT ENTITLED ‘‘EMPOWER- 
MENT: A NEW COVENANT WITH 
AMERICA’S COMMUNITIES’’—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT— 
PM 72 

The Presiding Officer laid before the 
Senate the following message from the 
President of the United States, to-
gether with an accompanying report; 
which was referred to the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs. 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I transmit herewith my Administra-

tion’s National Urban Policy Report, 
‘‘Empowerment: A New Covenant With 
America’s Communities,’’ as required 
by 42 U.S.C. 4503(a). The Report pro-
vides a framework for empowering 
America’s disadvantaged citizens and 
poor communities to build a brighter 
future for themselves, for their fami-
lies and neighbors, and for America. 
The Report is organized around four 
principles: 

First, it links families to work. It 
brings tax, education and training, 
housing, welfare, public safety, trans-
portation, and capital access policies 
together to help families make the 
transition to self-sufficiency and inde-
pendence. This linkage is critical to 
the transformation of our commu-
nities. 

Second, it leverages private invest-
ment in our urban communities. It 
works with the market and the private 
sector to build upon the natural assets 
and competitive advantages of urban 
communities. 

Third, it is locally driven. The days 
of made in Washington solutions, dic-
tated by a distant Government, are 
gone. Instead, solutions must be lo-
cally crafted, and implemented by en-
trepreneurial public entities, private 
sectors, and a growing network of com-
munity-based firms and organizations. 

Fourth, it relies on traditional val-
ues—hard work, family, responsibility. 
The problems of so many inner-city 
neighborhoods—family break-up, teen 
pregnancy, abandonment, crime, drug 
use—will be solved only if individuals, 
families, and communities determine 
to help themselves. 

These principles reflect an emerging 
consensus in the decades-long debate 
over urban policy. These principles are 
neither Democratic nor Republican: 
they are American. They will enable 
local communities, individuals and 
families, businesses, churches, commu-
nity-based organizations, and civic 
groups to join together to seize the op-
portunities and to solve the problems 
in their own lives. They will put the 
private sector back to work for all fam-
ilies in all communities. I therefore in-
vite the Congress to work with us on a 
bipartisan basis to implement an em-
powerment agenda for America’s com-
munities and families. 

In a sense, poor communities rep-
resent an untapped economic oppor-
tunity for our whole country. While we 
work together to open foreign markets 
abroad to American-made goods and 
services, we also need to work together 
to open the economic frontiers of poor 
communities here at home. By ena-
bling people and communities in gen-
uine need to take greater responsi-
bility for working harder and smarter 
together, we can unleash the greatest 
underused source of growth and re-
newal in each of the local regions that 
make up our national economy and 
civic life. This will be good for cities 
and suburbs, towns and villages, and 
rural and urban America. This will be 
good for families. This will be good for 
the country. 

We have undertaken initiatives that 
seek to achieve these goals. Some seek 
to empower local communities to help 
themselves, including Empowerment 
Zones, Community Development 
banks, the Community Opportunity 
Fund, community policing, and ena-
bling local schools and communities to 
best meet world-class standards. And 
some seek to empower individuals and 

families to help themselves, including 
our expansion of the earned-income tax 
cut for low- and moderate-income 
working families, and our proposals for 
injecting choice and competition into 
public and assisted housing and for a 
new G.I. Bill for America’s Workers. 

I am determined to end Federal budg-
et deficits, and my balanced budget 
proposal shows that we can balance the 
budget without abandoning the invest-
ments that are vital to the security 
and prosperity of the country, now and 
in the future. I am confident that, 
working together, we can build com-
mon ground on an empowerment agen-
da while putting our fiscal house in 
order. I will do everything in my power 
to make sure this happens. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, August 3, 1995. 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At noon, a message from the House of 

Representatives, delivered by Mr. 
Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 1225. An act to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to exempt employees 
who perform certain court reporting duties 
from the compensatory time requirements 
applicable to certain public agencies, and for 
other purposes. 

At 1:55 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 2161. An act to extend authorities 
under the Middle East Peace Facilitation 
Act of 1994 until October 1, 1995, and for 
other purposes. 

f 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
The following petitions and memo-

rials were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

POM–270. A resolution adopted by the 
Greater Ketchikan Chamber of Commerce of 
the City of Ketchikan, Alaska relative to the 
Tongass National Forest; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

POM–271. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Nevada; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

‘‘SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 6 
‘‘Whereas, the exploration and develop-

ment of mineral resources in the United 
States has provided a significant benefit to 
the residents of the United States; and 

‘‘Whereas, the mining industry of the 
United States provides steady, high-paying 
jobs for thousands of Americans, and 
through its operations pays millions of dol-
lars in taxes; and 

‘‘Whereas, the mining industry in the 
State of Nevada makes significant contribu-
tions to the strength of the economy of this 
state; and 

‘‘Whereas, the basic tenets of the General 
Mining Law of 1872, 30 U.S.C. §§ 22 et seq., 
continue to be of critical importance in en-
couraging the development of hard rock min-
erals; and 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S11323 August 3, 1995 
‘‘Whereas, under existing laws and regula-

tions, the various regulatory agencies of the 
Federal Government and of the several 
states have substantial authority to control 
and monitor effectively the impact of mining 
and mining exploration; and 

‘‘Whereas, states located in the western 
United States have enacted comprehensive 
regulatory programs, enforced in conjunc-
tion with federal agencies for land manage-
ment, which set forth the criteria for issuing 
permits to, and the exploration, development 
and reclamation of, mining operations and 
which contain provisions for the protection 
of surface and ground water, the designation 
of uses of land after mining operations are 
completed, the availability of financial re-
sources and public notice and review of deci-
sions made concerning mining operations; 
and 

‘‘Whereas, a bill has been introduced in the 
Senate of the United States, S. 506, which 
proposes to reform extensively the laws gov-
erning mining in the United States in a man-
ner that would protect the valuable mining 
industry; and 

‘‘Whereas, S. 506 is a bipartisan bill which 
is supported by the entire Nevada Congres-
sional Delegation; and 

‘‘Whereas, if enacted, S. 506 would raise 
millions of dollars for the treasury of the 
United States, require mining operations to 
comply with all applicable federal and state 
environmental laws and standards for rec-
lamation, establish a program for abandoned 
mines, abolish the moratorium currently im-
posed on the issuance of patents and require 
the Secretary of the Interior to resume the 
processing of pending applications for pat-
ents: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of the 
State of Nevada, jointly, That the Nevada Leg-
islature hereby expresses its support for the 
activities and operations of all mining indus-
tries in Nevada; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Nevada Legislature 
hereby expresses its support for the provi-
sions of S. 506 which reasonably and progres-
sively reforms the existing federal laws gov-
erning mining; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate 
prepare and transmit a copy of this resolu-
tion to the Vice President of the United 
States as the presiding officer of the Senate, 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
and each member of the Nevada Congres-
sional Delegation; and be it further 

Resolved, That this resolution becomes ef-
fective upon passage and approval.’’ 

POM–272. A resolution adopted by the 
Council of the City of Gig Harbor, Wash-
ington relative to spent nuclear fuel; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

POM–273. A resolution adopted by the As-
sembly of the Fairbanks North Star Borough 
of the City of Fairbanks, Alaska relative to 
the Clean Water Act; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

POM–274. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Nevada; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

‘‘SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 26 
‘‘Whereas, recent studies performed by the 

Nevada Department of Transportation indi-
cate that approximately 8,000 vehicles pass 
over Hoover Dam daily and that approxi-
mately 70 percent of those vehicles are com-
mercial and other vehicles using U.S. High-
way No. 93 as a conduit to Las Vegas, rather 
than to bring tourists and visitors to Hoover 
Dam; and 

‘‘Whereas, the heavy traffic flow over Hoo-
ver Dam and through Boulder City has re-
sulted in significant increases in the level of 

air pollution and the number of traffic acci-
dents in the area; and 

‘‘Whereas, a study cited by the Las Vegas 
Sun on November 11, 1991, indicated that an 
average of 1,434 tons of hazardous materials, 
including gasoline, diesel fuel, hydrochloric 
acid, cyanide and chlorine, are transported 
daily over Hoover Dam and through Boulder 
City; and 

‘‘Whereas, such a heavy flow of large 
trucks transporting highly flammable or 
hazardous materials, or both, significantly 
increases the chances that a major accident 
could occur near Hoover Dam or in Boulder 
City; Now, therefore, be it 

‘‘Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of the 
State of Nevada, jointly, That the Legislature 
of the State of Nevada hereby urges Congress 
to take all necessary actions to alleviate the 
problems caused by the heavy commercial 
traffic over Hoover Dam and through Boul-
der City, including, without limitation, the 
construction of a highway bypass around 
Hoover Dam and Boulder City which would 
connect U.S. Highway No. 93 in Nevada to 
Interstate Highway No. 40 in California as a 
means of: 

1. Diverting the heavy flow of trucks trans-
porting highly flammable or hazardous ma-
terials, or both, and the heavy flow of reg-
ular traffic from traveling over Hoover Dam 
and through Boulder City; 

2. Preventing further air pollution in the 
area; 

3. Reducing the number of traffic accidents 
in the area; 

4. Reserving the portion of U.S. Highway 
No. 93 over Hoover Dam to accommodate the 
traffic of tourists and visitors to the dam; 
and 

5. Preventing the pollution of the Colorado 
River from spill into the river related to the 
heavy flow of such traffic; 
and be it further 

‘‘Resolved, That the Legislature hereby di-
rects the Nevada Department of Transpor-
tation to cooperate with the appropriate 
public agencies to accomplish the construc-
tion of the highway bypass between U.S. 
Highway No. 93 in Nevada and Interstate 
Highway No. 40 in California, or the improve-
ment of U.S. Highway No. 95 in Nevada and 
California, if those projects are approved by 
Congress; and be it further 

‘‘Resolved, That the Secretary of the Sen-
ate of the State of Nevada prepare and trans-
mit a copy of this resolution to the Vice 
President of the United States as the pre-
siding officer of the Senate, the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives, each member 
of the Nevada Congressional Delegation and 
the Director of the Nevada Department of 
Transportation; and be it further 

‘‘Resolved, That this resolution becomes ef-
fective upon passage and approval.’’ 

POM–275. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Maine; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

‘‘JOINT RESOLUTION 
‘‘Whereas, section 211(k)(1) of the federal 

Clean Air Act required the United States En-
vironmental Protection Agency to promul-
gate regulations establishing requirements 
for reformulated gasoline that reduce emis-
sions of volatile organic compounds and 
toxics to the greatest extent achievable 
‘‘taking into consideration the cost of 
achieving such emission reductions, any non- 
air quality and other air quality related 
health and environmental impacts and en-
ergy requirements’’; and 

‘‘Whereas, the Clean Air Act requires that 
such gasoline contain a minimum oxygen 
content of 2.0% by weight; and 

‘‘Whereas, one of the ingredients com-
monly used to meet the 2.0% oxygen content 

standard, namely methyl tertiary butyl 
ether, or MTBE, is suspected of increasing 
health risks due to contamination of water 
and air; and 

‘‘Whereas, the increased oxygen content 
decreases vehicle performance; and 

‘‘Whereas, the Administrator of the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency 
has the authority and a duty to control the 
contents of gasoline; Now, therefore, be it 

‘‘Resolved, That We, your Memorialists, re-
spectfully urge and request that the Admin-
istrator of the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency revise the regulations for 
certification of reformulated gasoline to 
minimize or prohibit use of oxygenates and 
to achieve the statutory goals of reducing 
emissions of volatile organic compounds and 
toxics by means other than increasing the 
oxygen content of gasoline; and be it further 

‘‘Resolved, That suitable copies of this Me-
morial, duly authenticated by the Secretary 
of State, be transmitted to the Honorable 
Carol Browner, Administrator of the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency, 
the President of the Senate and the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives of the Con-
gress of the United States, and each member 
of the Maine Congressional Delegation. The 
Secretary of State shall send a copy of this 
Memorial to the governor and the legislative 
leaders of each state that is a member of the 
ozone transport region, created in Section 
184 of the federal Clean Air Act.’’ 

POM–276. A resolution adopted by the 
Board of Commissioners of Pamlico County, 
North Carolina relative to tobacco; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. THURMOND (for himself, Mr. 
HEFLIN, Mr. HATCH, Mr. GRASSLEY, 
and Mr. D’AMATO): 

S. 1115. A bill to prohibit an award of costs, 
including attorney’s fees, or injunctive re-
lief, against a judicial officer for action 
taken in a judicial capacity; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. EXON: 
S. 1116. A bill entitled ‘‘The Broadcast and 

Cable Voluntary Standards and Practice 
Act’’; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself, Mr. 
BREAUX, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER, Mr. REID, Mr. KERREY, Mr. 
FORD, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. DODD, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. CONRAD, 
Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mr. ROBB): 

S. 1117. A bill to repeal AFDC and establish 
the Work First Plan, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

By Ms. SNOWE (for herself and Mr. 
GLENN): 

S. 1118. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide for coverage 
of bone mass measurements for certain indi-
viduals under part B of the Medicare pro-
gram; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself and 
Mrs. BOXER): 

S. 1119. A bill to define the circumstances 
under which earthquake insurance require-
ments may be imposed by the Federal Home 
Loan Mortgage Corporation on a specifically 
targeted State or area; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. DOLE (for himself, Mr. PACK-
WOOD, Mr. LOTT, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. 
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COCHRAN, Mr. MACK, Mr. D’AMATO, 
Mr. THURMOND, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. 
BENNETT, Mr. BOND, Mr. BROWN, Mr. 
DEWINE, Mr. FRIST, Mr. GORTON, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. GREGG, Mr. HATCH, 
Mr. HELMS, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. 
INHOFE, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. MURKOWSKI, 
Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. ROTH, Mr. 
SANTORUM, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. SIMPSON, 
Mr. STEVENS, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. 
THOMPSON, and Mr. WARNER): 

S. 1120. A bill to enhance support and work 
opportunities for families with children, re-
duce welfare dependence, and control welfare 
spending; to the Committee on Finance. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. THURMOND (for himself, 
Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. HATCH, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, and Mr. D’AMATO): 

S. 1115. A bill to prohibit an award of 
costs, including attorney’s fees, or in-
junctive relief, against a judicial offi-
cer for action taken in a judicial capac-
ity; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

THE JUDICIAL IMMUNITY RESTORATION ACT 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise today, along with Senators HEF-
LIN, HATCH, GRASSLEY, and D’AMATO, to 
introduce the Judicial Immunity Res-
toration Act of 1995 to protect judges 
from lawsuits filed against them for 
acts taken in their judicial capacity. 
This bill is nearly identical to legisla-
tion considered in the 100th Congress, 
the 101st Congress, and most recently 
in the 102d Congress. 

This legislation is needed to restore 
the doctrine of judicial immunity by 
correcting the decision of the United 
States Supreme Court in Pulliam v. 
Allen, 456 U.S. 522 (1984). In a 5 to 4 deci-
sion, the Supreme Court held that judi-
cial immunity does not bar injunctive 
relief or an award of attorneys’ fees 
against State court judges acting in 
their judicial capacity. The Court rec-
ognized the possible chilling effects its 
decision might have on a judge’s abil-
ity to exercise independent judgment. 
But the Supreme Court held that the 
Congress should determine the extent 
of judicial immunity. 

It is important for the Congress to 
clarify the extent of judicial immunity 
to ensure that judges are free to make 
appropriate decisions in their judicial 
capacity without fear of reprisal. This 
legislation prohibits the award of costs 
or attorneys’ fees against judges, both 
State and Federal, for performing the 
judicial functions for which they were 
elected or appointed. In addition, this 
legislation removes the threat of in-
junctions against judges for acts per-
formed in their judicial capacities, ex-
cept in rare circumstances when a 
judge refuses to respect a declaratory 
judgment. 

Few doctrines are more important or 
more firmly rooted in our jurispru-
dence than the notion of an inde-
pendent judiciary. Judicial immunity 
has been a fundamental tenet of our 
common law since distinguished jurist 
Lord Coke held in the case of Floyd and 

Barker, 77 Eng. Rep. 1305 (1607), that a 
judge who presided over a murder trial 
was immune from subsequent con-
spiracy charges brought against him by 
the murder defendant. Judicial inde-
pendence is no less critical today, and 
remains essential to ensure justice. 

It is time to restore the judicial im-
munity protections that were weak-
ened by the Court’s decision in 
Pulliam. In the 10 years since Pulliam, 
thousands of Federal cases have been 
filed against judges and magistrates. 
The overwhelming majority of these 
cases are without merit and are ulti-
mately dismissed. The record from our 
previous hearings on this issue is re-
plete with examples of judges having to 
defend themselves against cases that 
should never have been brought. The 
very process of defending against those 
actions constitutes harassment, and 
subjects judges to undue expense. More 
importantly, the very real risk to our 
judges of burdensome litigation creates 
a chilling effect that may impair the 
judiciary’s day-to-day decisions in 
close and controversial cases. 

Mr. President, an independent judici-
ary is a vital component in any democ-
racy, and cannot be compromised. This 
bill will restore the independence of all 
justices, judges, and judicial officers. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1115 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. PROHIBITION AGAINST AWARDS OF 

COSTS, INCLUDING ATTORNEY’S 
FEES, AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 
AGAINST A JUDICIAL OFFICER. 

(a) NONLIABILITY FOR COSTS.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, no judi-
cial officer shall be held liable for any costs, 
including attorney’s fees, in any action 
brought against such officer for an act or 
omission taken in such officer’s judicial ca-
pacity, unless such action was clearly in ex-
cess of such officer’s jurisdiction. 

(b) PROCEEDINGS IN VINDICATION OF CIVIL 
RIGHTS.—Section 722(b) of the Revised Stat-
utes (42 U.S.C. 1988(b)) is amended by insert-
ing before the period at the end thereof ‘‘, ex-
cept that in any action brought against a ju-
dicial officer for an act or omission taken in 
such officer’s judicial capacity such officer 
shall not be held liable for any costs, includ-
ing attorney’s fees, unless such action was 
clearly in excess of such officer’s jurisdic-
tion’’. 

(c) CIVIL ACTION FOR DEPRIVATION OF 
RIGHTS.—Section 1979 of the Revised Stat-
utes (42 U.S.C. 1983) is amended by inserting 
before the period at the end of the first sen-
tence: ‘‘, except that in any action brought 
against a judicial officer for an act or omis-
sion taken in such officer’s judicial capacity, 
injunctive relief shall not be granted unless 
a declaratory decree was violated or declara-
tory relief was unavailable’’. 

By Mr. EXON: 
S. 1116. A bill entitled ‘‘The Broad-

cast and Cable Voluntary Standards 
and Practice Act’’; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

THE BROADCAST AND CABLE VOLUNTARY 
STANDARDS AND PRACTICE ACT 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, a license 
to use the public airwaves to broadcast 
or use the public rights-of-way to pro-
vide cable service is a tremendous 
privilege. To many, it is almost a li-
cense to print money. The recent pur-
chases of television networks reveal 
the extraordinary value of this privi-
lege. 

With a broadcast or cable license a 
company gains a key to every house-
hold its signal can reach and access to 
the most intimate and memorable mo-
ments of people’s lives. 

Broadcast television and radio as 
well as cable programming are key ele-
ments of our Nation’s culture. 

With this privilege should come re-
sponsibility. Some of that responsi-
bility is statutory or regulatory, for 
example, the requirements that broad-
casters and cable operators refrain 
from transmitting obscenity; that 
broadcasters restrict indecency to 
hours when children are unlikely to be 
awake; and that broadcasters serve the 
public interest. 

Some of that responsibility comes 
from the marketplace, broadcasters 
and cable companies which offend 
American families lose their audience. 
Grassroots efforts have both saved pro-
grams from cancellation and quickened 
the demise of others. 

Some of that responsibility comes 
from the ethics of broadcasters and 
cable companies as leading corporate 
citizens of this country. Some of these 
corporate entities have been more re-
sponsible than others. Long before 
Presidential candidates have tried to 
shame the media, the Senate Com-
merce Committee on which I serve has 
attempted to focus attention on the de-
structiveness of certain trends in the 
popular culture. 

Some of those who have not been re-
sponsible about what they put into 
American homes blame the market-
place. They claim that in spite of their 
desires to be more family friendly, the 
competitive environment forces them 
to test the limits of taste and decency 
in the quest for viewers and listeners. 

To be effective, the law, the market, 
and individual ethics must work to-
gether. There are some examples of 
success such as Senator SIMON’s legis-
lation which encouraged and allowed 
joint efforts to reduce the amount of 
violent programming. But more re-
mains to be done on all fronts. 

Few can deny that there is a crisis in 
America. Parents, churches, schools 
are having more and more difficulty 
conveying values to their children. The 
electronic emperors of the modern age 
are increasingly replacing parents and 
families as the primary source of val-
ues. 

This is a crisis which goes deeper 
than violence on television it is also 
about sex and family values in popular 
culture. 

Today, sex sells everything from soft 
drinks to blue jeans. Daytime commer-
cial television talk shows have become 
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a virtual freak show of abuse, addic-
tion, and alternative lifestyles. And 
prime time television regularly tests 
the limits of taste and propriety. 

Year after year the situation seems 
to get worse. Parents try to teach the 
values of ‘‘Mayberry’’ and are over-
ruled by the values of ‘‘Beverly Hills 
90210.’’ 

The entire premise of commercial 
television is that a 30- or 60-second ad-
vertisement will affect a substantial 
portion of an audience to do things 
which they would not otherwise do— 
that is, to buy a particular product or 
service. It should be no mystery that 
30- and 60-minute programs on tele-
vision or radio have a profound effect 
on the views and values of audiences, 
especially young audiences. 

The three areas of entertainment in-
dustry responsibility—legal, market, 
and ethical—are ripe for careful review 
and discussion. 

The legislation I introduce today at-
tempts to empower the industry to bol-
ster its ethical commitments and to 
take responsible self-initiated steps to 
improve the contemporary entertain-
ment industry. It picks up where Sen-
ator SIMON’S TV violence initiative left 
off. 

During the so-called golden age of 
television, broadcasters had a vol-
untary, but well followed, code of 
‘‘standards and practices’’ known as 
the Television Code. Many of Amer-
ica’s most memorable television series 
from the black and white era of the fif-
ties and sixties proudly displayed the 
Television Code Seal at the conclusion 
of each show. It is ironic that those 
moments recognized as some of tele-
vision’s finest are devoid of the coarse-
ness, vulgarity and unpleasantness of 
today’s programming. 

Antitrust prosecutions in the late 
1970’s related to the advertising provi-
sions of the television code led to its 
eventual total demise in the early 
1980s. 

The legislation I introduce today 
would allow the television and cable 
industry to revise a voluntary code of 
standards and practices. Such private 
sector empowerment may be useful in 
reducing the crudity and coarseness in 
the modern entertainment industry. 

While the Congress reviews ways to 
strengthen the legal responsibility of 
television and cable industry through 
legislation to limit violent program-
ming and to strengthen the market 
forces through the public disclosure of 
violence report cards, I ask my col-
leagues to give serious consideration to 
the legislation I introduce today. The 
Broadcast and Cable Voluntary Stand-
ards and Practices Act will at least em-
power the entertainment industry to 
strengthen its ethical commitment to 
the American family. 

I urge my colleagues to review and 
support this important legislation. 

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself, 
Mr. BREAUX, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. REID, Mr. 
KERREY, Mr. FORD, Mr. DORGAN, 
Mr. DODD, Mr. KERRY, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. 

BINGAMAN, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mr. ROBB): 

S. 1117. A bill to repeal AFDC and es-
tablish the Work First plan, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

THE WORK FIRST WELFARE REFORM PLAN 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to introduce, with my col-
leagues Senator BREAUX and Senator 
MIKULSKI, the Work First plan. We are 
joined today by Senators ROCKE-
FELLER, REID, BOB KERREY, FORD, DOR-
GAN, DODD, and JOHN KERRY, our entire 
Democratic leadership, as well as Sen-
ators LIEBERMAN, CONRAD, BINGAMAN, 
and BRYAN. 

We are gratified to have the broad bi-
partisan support of State and local 
leaders across the country. The bipar-
tisan U.S. Conference of Mayors unani-
mously endorsed the Work First plan 
last month. The bill also has the sup-
port of the National Council of Elected 
County Executives, the Democratic 
Governors’ Association, and many 
State legislators. The President has 
also endorsed our plan. 

Our bill has four fundamental goals. 
First, we emphasize work. Our bill is 
designed to move welfare recipients 
from welfare to work. To put work first 
in priority. Second, our bill protects 
children. We do not punish children to 
pay for the mistakes or circumstances 
of their parents. Third, we do all we 
can to break the cycle of dependency. 
Fourth, we want to give States max-
imum flexibility. 

The welfare system cannot be fun-
damentally changed without fun-
damentally changing the welfare cul-
ture. 

Under the Work First plan, welfare 
offices are turned into employment of-
fices. Welfare staff are retrained to 
focus on employment first. Gone are 
the micromanaging rules of today. We 
encourage states to consolidate and 
streamline their efforts to simplify ad-
ministration and to restore common 
sense to a system that has become too 
bureaucratic. 

Under the Work First plan, Aid to 
Families with Dependent Children, 
[AFDC] is eliminated. We do not mod-
ify it or revamp it. We do not ship it off 
to the States. We terminate it out-
right. 

In its place, we create a conditional 
entitlement of limited duration. Re-
ferred to as ‘‘Temporary Employment 
Assistance,’’ this new program is a dra-
matic change from AFDC. 

There must be no more unconditional 
assistance. Everyone must contribute 
to the effort to change the welfare cul-
ture. 

Toward that end, all recipients of 
Temporary Employment Assistance 
must sign a contract. This contract, 
called a Parent Empowerment Con-
tract, is based on the Iowa model. Es-
sentially it is a blueprint for employ-
ment. It spells out what each welfare 
recipient is expected to do to become 
employed and to be a responsible par-
ent. 

To obtain assistance, applicants 
must sign the contract. Those who do 

not sign, who are unwilling to accept 
personal responsibility for improving 
their situation—will not get assist-
ance. The contract is a commitment, 
and those who do not abide by the con-
tract will have their benefits reduced 
and ultimately terminated. 

All able-bodied recipients are re-
quired to work. Even those who are not 
able-bodied, those who might be dis-
abled or caring for a disabled child, 
must do something in return for assist-
ance. States will decide what they will 
be required to do. It could be volun-
teering at their child’s school, or en-
suring that their children are properly 
immunized, or some other task or re-
sponsibility the State determines is 
fair and reasonable. 

Again, there must be no more uncon-
ditional assistance. 

Temporary Employment Assistance 
is temporary. There is a 5 year lifetime 
limit for Temporary Employment As-
sistance that may be waived only to 
protect children, disabled individuals, 
or other special cases. Applicants will 
know from day one that help will be 
available for a finite period. 

Temporary Employment Assistance 
is flexible. States set their own rules 
for eligibility. States set their own 
maximum benefit levels. States set 
their own resource limits, asset limits, 
and income disregard policies. 

All we require is that if a family 
meets those eligibility criteria set by 
the State, that family must receive as-
sistance. That is one of the basic dif-
ferences between our plan and the Re-
publican plans. We all provide flexi-
bility. We all let States set their own 
benefits. But, we say that families of 
similar income, or lack of income, 
ought to receive assistance based on 
their degree of poverty, not their place 
in line, or the time of year they ap-
plied. 

A block grant, like the one approved 
by the Senate Finance Committee, is a 
first-come, first-served policy. What 
matters most is your place in line—not 
your level of need. We believe that is 
wrong. 

As part of the effort to change the 
welfare culture and put welfare recipi-
ents to work, the Work First plan ter-
minates the current JOBS program. 
Gone are the micromanaging rules 
under JOBS. We recognize that some 
welfare recipients made modest gains 
under JOBS. But, we believe that 
States ought to have far more flexi-
bility to put welfare recipients to 
work. 

Therefore, we replace the current 
JOBS program with a Work First Em-
ployment Block Grant. Under Work 
First, the focus is on job creation and 
employment in the private sector. 

Once an individual receives Tem-
porary Employment Assistance, she 
would spend up to two months in inten-
sive job search activities to be designed 
by the States. At that point, we hope 
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that the most job-ready of welfare re-
cipients will have found a job and 
begun the transition out of welfare. 

For those who have not found a job 
after 2 months, States can offer a vari-
ety of options under the Work First 
Employment Block Grant: placement 
services or vouchers; microenterprise 
or self-employment activities; work 
supplementation; grant diversion; 
workfare; community service; some-
thing like the GAIN program in River-
side County, CA; something like the 
JOBS Plus program in Oregon that pro-
vides clients with on-the-job training 
by cashing out AFDC and Food Stamps 
in return for wages; something like the 
Family Investment program in Iowa 
that moves families off welfare and 
into self-sufficient employment; or any 
other work-related option to employ 
welfare recipients. 

For States that exceed the work per-
formance rates under the Work First 
plan, we will provide bonuses on a per- 
person basis to the State. The bonuses 
are based on job retention. After the 
first 3 months, a State will receive one- 
third of the bonus. After 6 months, a 
State will receive another third. And, 
after 9 months of work, States will re-
ceive the final third. 

As I said before, the objective of our 
plan is work first. That is the name of 
our bill, and that is our absolute goal. 
We not only want to move welfare re-
cipients into the workforce. We want 
to keep them there. 

As we consider welfare reform, there 
will undoubtedly be vigorous debate 
about various facts and statistics. But 
there is no denying one fact. And, that 
is that the overwhelming majority of 
welfare recipients are women, mothers 
raising children alone. 

That is why it is no surprise that the 
greatest barrier for moving welfare re-
cipients from welfare to work is the 
lack of child care, the inability to af-
ford child care, and the anxiety about 
leaving one’s child in the care of an-
other. 

We believe that the linchpin between 
welfare and work is child care. We be-
lieve that if we help mothers afford 
child care and help communities ex-
pand child care opportunities, we will 
tear down that barrier. 

An investment in child care today 
pays off in two ways tomorrow. First, 
it enables welfare recipients to go to 
work. And second, quality child care 
provides a positive environment for 
children to better prepare for school 
and a life free of welfare. 

If we are serious about putting wel-
fare recipients to work, then we need 
to be equally serious about providing 
child care assistance. 

To date, the focus of welfare reform 
has been on work. An essential part of 
that debate ought to be about child 
care assistance. 

To leave her house, to get a job, to 
keep that job, a mother first must be 
able to find and afford child care. If we 
are going to retain women, particu-
larly single women, in the workforce, 
then we need to invest in child care. 

Another barrier to employment is 
the lack of health coverage. For many 
child care if has not become an insur-
mountable problem, then health care 
coverage has. 

It is well know that many low wage 
jobs, often the only jobs available to 
welfare recipients, do not come with 
health care coverage. And we all know 
of stories of women who left welfare for 
work only to face a health care crisis 
and realize that welfare with Medicaid 
coverage is their only viable option. 
The incentives under the current sys-
tem are all wrong. We have to make 
work pay. 

That is why under Work First, we 
provide for 2 years of Medicaid cov-
erage for those transitioning from wel-
fare to work. 

I know that, ideally, this problem 
should be considered within the con-
text of overall healthcare reform. But, 
until that happens, through transi-
tional Medicaid coverage, we have pro-
vided an incentive to keep women in 
the workforce. 

Another critical issue in the welfare 
debate is teen pregnancy. I have talked 
to many experts throughout the coun-
try and in South Dakota about teen 
pregnancy. No one has come up with 
the perfect solution. 

Under the Work First plan, mothers 
are required to live at home or in an 
adult-supervised environment. They 
are required to stay in school. States 
are free to reduce benefits to those who 
do not and provide bonuses to those 
who do. 

Because there is no one-size-fits-all 
answer to reducing teen pregnancy, the 
Work First plan offers grants to States 
to work with communities to develop 
their own innovative approaches to re-
duce teen pregnancy. 

With regard to absent parents and 
child support enforcement, our mes-
sage is clear. The Work First plan in-
cludes the Bradley–Snowe provisions to 
improve child support enforcement and 
bring about uniformity to interstate 
cases so that they will no longer be im-
possible to enforce. 

The Work First plan also goes one 
step further. Noncustodial parents with 
overdue support orders are required to 
pay up, enter into a repayment plan, or 
choose between community service and 
jail. 

No longer will deadbeat parents be 
able to escape their financial responsi-
bility. It is a crime that the default 
rate on used cars is about 3 percent, 
while the default rate on child support 
orders hovers around 50 percent. No 
longer. Not under the Work First plan. 

The Work First plan is really about 
priorities. It is a priority for us to fun-
damentally change the welfare system 
to put welfare recipients to work—not 
to put them on someone else’s door-
step. 

We cut existing welfare and welfare- 
related programs and invest those sav-
ings in efforts to promote work and 
child care. Beyond the investments we 
make, we have savings of about $15 bil-

lion so that we not only put welfare re-
cipients to work, but we reduce the def-
icit at the same time. 

The time has come for fundamental 
change. The Work First plan is a prag-
matic approach that focuses on work— 
private sector work. 

We are told that the Senate will 
begin debating welfare reform on Sat-
urday. I look forward to reviewing the 
revised Republican plan and comparing 
it to our plan. And I continue to urge 
my colleagues, on both sides of the 
aisle, to review the Work First plan. 

Welfare reform should not be a par-
tisan issue. It is time to put politics 
aside and get down to the business we 
were sent here to do. If we do that, 
there is no doubt in my mind that we 
can develop a welfare reform package 
that garners a large consensus in the 
Senate. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I am 
proud today to join with the Demo-
cratic leader in introducing the work 
first bill. It is the Democratic leader-
ship’s welfare reform bill. 

We Democrats believe that welfare 
should not be a way of life but a way to 
a better life. The people on welfare 
agree that it is a mess. The taxpayers 
who pay for welfare agree that it is a 
mess. All agree that the current sys-
tem does not work, and all agree that 
it needs to be replaced. It discourages 
work and economic self-sufficiency. 

Therefore, the Democratic work first 
bill addresses these concerns. That is 
why we are absolutely firm on work. 
That is why the Democratic bill that 
we introduce today not only moves 
people off of welfare but helps them 
stay off. 

The Republican welfare bill simply 
pushes people off welfare and pushes 
them into poverty. The Democrats 
have a work first plan. It focuses on 
ending the cycle of poverty and the 
culture of poverty. How do we do it? 
Our bill ends AFDC and creates a tem-
porary employment assistance pro-
gram. We require job readiness assess-
ments of each adult job placement, job 
search, and on-the-job work activity. 
We require them to sign a parent em-
powerment contract that requires 
them to take the steps they need to go 
to work and be responsible parents. 
Then we expect the individuals to go to 
work. 

But while being firm on work, we 
provide these individuals with the tools 
they need to get a job and keep a job. 
We also provide a safety net for chil-
dren. That means quality day care for 
2 years as parents go to work, the ex-
tension of health care protection, and 
making sure that a child has health 
care while their mothers are moving to 
work and self-sufficiency. This also 
means we look out for the food and nu-
trition programs. 

The Democratic bill also brings men 
back into the family. Sure, we are very 
tough on child support. We strengthen 
the child support rules. But we do not 
look at men only as a child support 
check. We want men back into the fam-
ily. We want to remove the barriers to 
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family, the barriers to marriage, be-
cause we believe the way the family is 
going to move out of poverty is the 
way people move to the middle class, 
with two-parent wage earners. That is 
why we will eliminate the man-in-the- 
house rule and other barriers to men 
being in the family. 

The Democratic plan also tackles the 
growing problem of teenage pregnancy. 
Under our bill, teen mothers must stay 
in school and stay at home as a condi-
tion of receiving benefits. If they stay 
in a home that is not desirable, where 
they are a victim of abuse, or where 
there is alcoholism or drug abuse, we 
create a network of second-chance 
homes. The work first plan also gives 
broad flexibility to States, administra-
tive simplification and helps with 
those issues that Governors have com-
plained about. 

Finally the Democratic welfare bill 
saves money and lowers the deficit. 
Through a series of reforms in the cur-
rent system and the elimination of 
fraud and waste, our bill will have a 
net savings of $21 billion over a 7-year 
period. 

This work first bill is an act of tough 
love. Sure it is tough, but we have a lot 
of love in it. As we approach welfare re-
form, we ask people to take charge of 
their lives and go to work. In exchange 
for that, we give them the tools to stay 
at work, the opportunity for a better 
life, enable them to marry. And I be-
lieve that our bill brings about real re-
form because we do not have require-
ments, we have results and resources. 

I hope that this bill will attract bi-
partisan support and we can truly end 
welfare as we know it. 

Mr. President, I will yield the floor 
to the Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I con-
gratulate the Senator from Maryland 
for the excellent job she has done. As a 
former professional social worker, 
when BARBARA MIKULSKI speaks about 
welfare reform, she does not speak 
from having read a book about it; she 
speaks from having led a life of trying 
to improve the conditions of lives of 
people who have had the great misfor-
tune of being on welfare. 

Mr. President, I will be very brief. 
Today is an important day because 
today the Democratic leadership, with 
a number of cosponsors, a majority of 
all Democrats, have introduced our 
Work First welfare reform bill. It is a 
major document. It is a major docu-
ment because it makes major changes 
in the current welfare system that we, 
as Democrats, and I think most Repub-
licans would agree welfare as we know 
it today simply does not work. 

I know of only a few people who may 
stand up anywhere and say the system 
we have is a good system. It does not 
work well for the people who are on it 
and it does not work well for the people 
who are paying for it. 

I think there is a general consensus 
that we have to make major changes. 
How we make those changes is the sub-
ject, I think, of legitimate debate. 

There are a lot of different suggestions 
about what should be done to make it 
work better than it has worked in the 
past. I suggest that any program that 
is tough on work, any program that is 
good for children, is a movement in the 
right direction as to what we as a Con-
gress should be doing. 

It was an issue at the last Presi-
dential campaign. I hope it will not be 
an issue in the next Presidential cam-
paign, because I hope by that time we 
will have adopted a real bipartisan pro-
gram that is good for all Americans. 

We, as Democrats, could not do this 
by ourselves. I suggest that our Repub-
lican colleagues, by themselves, cannot 
do it either. 

Therefore, this is a subject that will 
have to have bipartisan agreement. We 
are going to bring a real welfare reform 
bill to the President’s desk, one that he 
can sign in this Congress. That should 
be the goal of all of us, Republicans or 
Democrats. 

Let me just suggest that the bill that 
we are introducing today, the Demo-
cratic Work First Program, is an excel-
lent vehicle. I wish all of our col-
leagues would join and we could pass it 
unanimously. I know that that is not 
likely. 

I do think that it presents a docu-
ment in a package of principles that we 
can all agree on and then tinker 
around the edges to make it a politi-
cally acceptable document to all of our 
colleagues. 

Our bill starts off by recognizing that 
the current system does not work. We 
abolished the Aid to Families with De-
pendent Children, the AFDC program, 
which has been around for so long. We 
are saying that in the 1990’s it does not 
work. Not only does it have to be 
changed a little bit, it has to be 
changed a lot. Not only does it have to 
be changed, it should be abolished, and 
start off with a new program. 

That is what we have in our docu-
ment. We replace Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children with a temporary 
employment system that requires peo-
ple, when they walk into the welfare 
office, to sign a contract. That con-
tract is going to get them starting to 
look for a job from the first day. If 
they do not follow the terms of the 
contract, their benefits can be reduced. 

I think that is something that is in-
credibly important. They start from 
the first day they walk in the office 
looking for a job. The best social pro-
gram that this Congress can pass is a 
good job, not another Federal program, 
but a good job for someone who cur-
rently is under welfare assistance in 
their particular State. 

The program that we are offering 
abolishes the current system, starts 
over with a temporary employment 
program from the very first day. There 
are penalties and there are time limits. 
We are saying that people cannot be on 
welfare assistance forever. There is a 2- 
year time limit, and a total of 5 years 
in a person’s life that they would be el-
igible for welfare assistance. 

We also, I think, protect children. We 
also say to States that we are not 
going to give you an unfunded mandate 
to do things without helping you pay 
for those programs. 

One of my concerns about the bill 
that came out of the Finance Com-
mittee was that we froze the amount of 
money going to the States at 1994 lev-
els, yet we are telling States they have 
to do a lot more with a lot less. That is 
not real reform. 

I suggest that plan is like putting all 
the welfare problems in a box and then 
mailing that box to the States and say, 
‘‘Here, it is yours. We are washing our 
hands of the problem. You take it. We 
will give you less money to fix it.’’ 

That is not reform. That is passing 
the buck. That is not what we should 
be doing in this Congress. 

Our program is real reform. We 
should not be arguing, I suggest, as to 
whether the Federal Government 
should do it or the State should do it. 
The fact is we both should do it. The 
Federal Government should work with 
the States and give them more flexi-
bility, and the Federal Government 
should be there as a partner—not as a 
supervisor, not as a big heavy hand 
from Washington, but as a partner— 
with the States to work on what is best 
for a particular State. 

Our bill does that. It gives great 
flexibility to the States to devise the 
proper system that works in their 
State, to design what is best for the 
State of Mississippi, the State of Lou-
isiana, Maryland or California, or 
whatever State is involved. Let the 
States design the program. 

We, as Federal officials who raise the 
money to pay for those programs, 
should not be unconcerned with how 
those funds are spent. There should be 
some national standards. There should 
be some national parameters. 

We, for instance, feel that States 
should not be able to tell children who 
are innocent victims, who did not ask 
to be born, that they somehow will lose 
any benefits that they have to live be-
cause of the mistakes of their parents. 
We think that is hard. We think that is 
cruel. We think that should not be the 
policy of this country. 

We think, however, parents should be 
penalized when they make mistakes. 
We think parents who refuse to work 
should be penalized for not wanting to 
work. Our bill does that by reducing 
the benefits to adults who refuse to 
live by the terms of their contract. I 
think that is good. 

We do not say in our bill to an inno-
cent baby who did not ask to be born 
that because your parent is a teenager, 
we are going to penalize your life and 
make it more difficult for you to be a 
functioning citizen in this society. 

Mr. President, our bill may not be 
perfect. We are not saying it is. We are 
not saying that perhaps it cannot be 
improved by amendments, because per-
haps it can be. What we are saying is 
that our Work First Program is a solid 
package that is going to arrive out 
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with a lot of debate, a lot of discussion, 
where liberals and moderates and con-
servatives within our party have been 
able to come together and join hands 
and introduce this as a work first wel-
fare package, which I think makes a 
great deal of sense. 

We encourage our Republican col-
leagues, we challenge our Republican 
colleagues, to introduce your bill, to 
start the debate —not in an adversarial 
relationship, because this is something 
that truly should not be Republican or 
Democrat. We should be looking for an 
American solution to a uniquely Amer-
ican problem. 

We all agree it does not work today. 
We all agree it needs to be fixed. We 
should come together and work to-
gether and get the type of program 
that this President is willing to sign 
and that we all can be proud of the ul-
timate results. I yield the floor. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to join my colleagues today 
to introduce our Work First welfare re-
form legislation. This Congress has an 
historic opportunity to address the 
welfare crisis. The primary welfare 
program—Aid to Families With De-
pendent Children [AFDC]—is viewed by 
those participating in it and those pay-
ing for it as a failure. It is failing at its 
most important task—moving people 
into the work force. Worse yet, it is 
contributing to the cycle of poverty. 
By rewarding single parents who don’t 
work, don’t marry, and have children 
out of wedlock, the current system de-
means our most cherished values and 
deepens society’s most serious prob-
lems. 

The Work First plan repeals the 
failed AFDC Program and replaces it 
with a temporary employment assist-
ance program focused on putting peo-
ple to work. It gives States the flexi-
bility and incentives they need to suc-
cessfully move people into private sec-
tor jobs. And it addresses two key 
causes of welfare dependency through 
tough new child support enforcement 
laws and provisions to reduce out-of- 
wedlock births to teenagers. 

The Work First Program ends uncon-
ditional benefits that foster depend-
ency. Each person receiving assistance 
will sign an individualized contract for 
achieving self-sufficiency. If recipients 
do not comply with the plan, then they 
will lose some or all of their benefits. 
While the plan may include some train-
ing or education, the emphasis will be 
squarely on work experience; all recipi-
ents will be required to search for a job 
from day one. 

Eligibility for benefits will be limited 
to 5 years, although children whose 
parents reach this time limit will still 
be eligible for assistance. We must con-
tinue to meet our responsibility to our 
Nation’s poorest children. 

States must focus their program di-
rectly on placing people in private sec-
tor jobs. The bill requires States to 
have at least 50 percent of their case-
load working by the year 2001. It moves 
away from telling States how to suc-

ceed and instead rewards results— 
States that have high private sector 
job placement rates will receive a fi-
nancial bonus. 

Our work requirements are tough and 
funded. We understand that child care 
assistance is the critical link between 
welfare and work and, unlike Repub-
lican welfare proposals, our bill gives 
States the child care funding they need 
to put people in jobs and move them off 
of welfare. In contrast, the Congres-
sional Budget Office estimates that, 
under the Republican proposal, only 6 
States could afford to put 50 percent of 
people on welfare to work. 

The legislation also tackles the crit-
ical problem of teen pregnancy. Un-
married teen parents are particularly 
likely to fall into long-term welfare de-
pendency. More than one-half of wel-
fare spending goes to women who first 
gave birth as teens. This legislation, 
among other things, requires teen 
mothers to live at home and helps com-
munities establish supervised group 
homes for single teen mothers. 

Finally, the bill incorporates strong 
child support enforcement legislation 
Senator BRADLEY introduced, and I co-
sponsored, earlier this year. The legis-
lation will make it easier for States to 
locate absent noncustodial parents; es-
tablish paternity; establish a court 
order; and enforce payment of court or-
ders. A tough child support enforce-
ment system will help keep millions of 
children out of poverty and off of wel-
fare. And tougher laws will send a mes-
sage of responsibility to would-be dead- 
beat parents. In an era of skyrocketing 
out-of-wedlock births and rising teen 
pregnancy rates, child support enforce-
ment payments must become a well- 
known and unavoidable fact of life for 
absent fathers and mothers. 

The work first plan is true welfare 
reform. It demands responsibility from 
parents while providing continued pro-
tection for children. It addresses two of 
the key causes of welfare dependency— 
teen pregnancy and unpaid child sup-
port. It gives States the incentives and 
funding they need to put people back 
to work—and it holds States account-
able for results. 

By Ms. SNOWE (for herself and 
Mr. GLENN): 

S. 1118. A bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to provide for 
coverage of bone mass measurements 
for certain individuals under part B of 
the Medicare Program; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

THE BONE MASS MEASUREMENT 
STANDARDIZATION ACT OF 1995 

∑ Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing the Bone Mass Meas-
urement Standardization Act of 1995. A 
companion bill is being introduced in 
the U.S. House of Representatives by 
Representative CONNIE MORELLA. 

Millions of women in their post-men-
opausal years face a silent killer * * * 
a stalker disease we know as 
osteoporosis. This unforgiving bone 
disease afflicts 25 million Americans; 

causes 50,000 deaths each year; 1.5 mil-
lion bone fractures annually; and the 
direct medical costs of osteoporosis 
fracture patients are $10 billion each 
year, or $27 million every single day. 
This cost is projected to reach $60 bil-
lion by the year 2020 and $240 billion by 
the year 2040 if medical research has 
not discovered an effective treatment. 

The facts also show that one out of 
every two women have a lifetime risk 
of bone fractures due to osteoporosis, 
and that it affects half of all women 
over the age of 50 and an astounding 90 
percent of all women over 75. Perhaps 
the most tragic consequences of 
osteoporosis occur with the 250,000 in-
dividuals annually who suffer a hip 
fracture. Twelve to 13 percent of these 
persons will die within 6 months fol-
lowing a hip fracture, and of those who 
survive, a 20 percent will never walk 
again, and 20 percent will require nurs-
ing home care—often for the rest of 
their lives. 

We all know that osteoporosis cannot 
be cured, although with a continued 
commitment to research in this area I 
remain hopeful that we will find one. 
We also know that once bone mass is 
lost, it cannot be replaced. Therefore, 
early detection is our best weapon be-
cause it is through early detection, 
that we can thwart the progress of the 
disease and initiate preventative ef-
forts to stop further loss of bone mass. 

Bone mass measurement can be used 
to determine the status of a person’s 
bone health and to predict the risk of 
future fractures. These tests are safe, 
painless, accurate and quick. Our ex-
panding technology is adding new 
methods to determine bone mass and 
we need to keep up with this tech-
nology. The most commonly used test 
currently is DXA dual energy x ray 
absorptiometry. 

In order to ensure that we detect 
bone loss early, we need to ensure that 
older women have coverage for bone 
mass tests. According to the National 
Osteoporosis Foundation, only about 
one half of private insurance policies 
cover these tests for diagnostic pur-
poses, and the Federal Medicare cov-
erage is inconsistent in its coverage de-
pending on where an individual resides. 
For example, Medicare currently cov-
ers the DXA test in 42 States—includ-
ing my home State of Maine. But it is 
not covered in 4 States and the District 
of Columbia, and it is covered only in 
parts of 4 additional States, some of 
which are our most populous, including 
New York. 

This patchwork coverage means that 
on older women who lives in Florida 
will be covered, but if she moves to 
Pennsylvania, she will not be. And a 
Medicare beneficiary living in Balti-
more will be covered, but if she moves 
to Rockville, Medicare will not cover 
the test. 

Mr. President, a woman shouldn’t 
have to change zip codes to obtain cov-
erage for a preventive test, especially 
when early intervention is the only ac-
tion we can take right now to slow the 
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loss of bone mass. Once it is lost, it 
cannot be replaced. 

The Medicare Bone Mass Measure-
ment Standardization Act will clarify 
the Medicare coverage policy for DXA 
testing to make it uniform in all 
States. It also will provide an expanded 
definition of the types of tests covered 
for bone mass measurement in order to 
keep up with the expanding technology 
in this area. 

We all know that ‘‘an ounce of pre-
vention is worth a pound of cure’’. This 
bill will ensure that older women, re-
gardless of where they live, will have 
access to bone mass measurement tech-
nology that will help detect bone loss 
and allow preventive steps to be taken. 
It is our only weapon right now in the 
fight against osteoporosis. 

I hope my colleagues will join me in 
supporting this bill.∑ 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself 
and Mrs. BOXER): 

S. 1119. A bill to define the cir-
cumstances under which earthquake 
insurance requirements may be im-
posed by the Federal Home Loan 
Mortage Corporation on a specifically 
targeted State or area; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 
THE EARTHQUAKE INSURANCE AVAILABILITY ACT 

OF 1995 
∑ Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
introduce the Earthquake Insurance 
Availability Act of 1995. 

The purpose of this legislation is to 
ensure that all 50 States in our Nation 
are treated equally by the Federal 
Home Loan Mortgage Corporation with 
respect to special insurance require-
ments, specifically earthquake insur-
ance. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today specifies that earthquake insur-
ance requirements targeted to a spe-
cific state, by the Federal Home Loan 
Mortage Corporation, may be imposed 
only after the State insurance commis-
sioner for the affected State certifies 
in writing that: First, reasonable in-
surance capacity exists in the State; 
and, second, compliance would not 
cause undue hardship for citizens of the 
State. 

Mr. President, nobody in this Cham-
ber is more aware of the threat of 
earthquakes than I am. I have seen the 
devastation they can cause, and I know 
of the terrible hardships, loss of life, 
and loss of property they leave behind. 

Let me begin by saying that I believe 
everyone should have adequate insur-
ance on their home to protect against 
hazards—including natural disasters. 

The problem is, however, that ade-
quate insurance is not always avail-
able. This is especially true, in Cali-
fornia, with respect to earthquake in-
surance. 

The truth is no region of our country 
is immune to natural disasters. In the 
last decade, different parts of our Na-
tion have been hit by hurricanes, tor-
nadoes, floods, cyclones, earthquakes, 
volcanic eruptions, and firestorms, and 

I believe that it is essential that Con-
gress enact natural disaster legislation 
as quickly as possible. 

That is why I am a cosponsor of the 
Natural Disaster Protection and Insur-
ance Act recently introduced by the 
distinguished Senator from Alaska, 
Senator STEVENS, and the distin-
guished Senator from Hawaii, Senator 
INOUYE. 

In the interim, however, my State of 
California which has experienced sig-
nificant earthquakes in recent years— 
the Loma Prieta earthquake in 1989; 
and the Northridge earthquake in 
1994—has experienced a sharp drop in 
the availability of earthquake insur-
ance. 

Simply stated, since the Northridge 
earthquake, many major insurers have 
pulled out of the California market. 
Many others have increased their pre-
miums to such a point that they are 
beyond the reach of many homeowners, 
and even then there are very steep 
deductibles. 

Recently the situation became much 
worse, for owners of California con-
dominiums, when the Federal Home 
Loan Mortgage Company—commonly 
known as Freddie Mac—issued a policy 
requiring earthquake insurance, only 
for California condominiums, as a con-
dition of purchase of mortgages. 

I believe this policy, which targets 
only one State, is inappropriate for a 
federally chartered corporation which 
was created by Congress in 1970 to en-
sure a stable flow of mortgage funds for 
the entire Nation. 

This policy which, in a way, redlines 
my State, is designed to minimize 
Freddie Mac’s loss in the event of a fu-
ture earthquake in California. 

I can understand why the corporation 
feels the need to protect its share-
holders from potentially lower divi-
dends. But Freddie Mac, while a stock-
holder-owned corporation, enjoys con-
siderable tax benefits by virtue of its 
Federal charter. 

I believe that those benefits are pro-
vided by the American taxpaying pub-
lic—which includes, I might add, many 
Californians—to assist Freddie Mac in 
accomplishing its mission of helping 
more Americans become homeowners. 

California still lags the Nation in its 
recovery, and the economy there is 
very fragile. In implementing its new 
policy, Freddie Mac, in effect, is reduc-
ing the number of options for Cali-
fornia homeowners, and this will have 
a direct impact on the value of their 
homes. I believe this sets a dangerous 
precedent for other parts of the coun-
try which are prone to natural dis-
aster. 

I am not unsympathetic to Freddie 
Mac’s position, and I have indicated a 
willingness to sit down with them and 
work out a solution. But that solution 
must take into consideration the un-
derlying problem—which is the lack of 
earthquake insurance availability. 

In addition, the solution must take 
into consideration not only the protec-
tion of Freddie Mac’s investors. It 

must also include the protection of the 
homeowners of my State, for it is they 
whom I was elected to represent.∑ 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 304 

At the request of Mr. SANTORUM, the 
names of the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. WARNER] and the Senator from 
Kansas [Mrs. KASSEBAUM] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 304, a bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to re-
peal the transportation fuels tax appli-
cable to commercial aviation. 

S. 529 

At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
LUGAR] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
529, a bill to provide, temporarily, tar-
iff and quota treatment equivalent to 
that accorded to members of the North 
American Free Trade Agreement 
[NAFTA] to Caribbean Basin bene-
ficiary countries. 

S. 673 

At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 
the name of the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. KERREY] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 673, a bill to establish a youth de-
velopment grant program, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 678 

At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the 
names of the Senator from Rhode Is-
land [Mr. CHAFEE] and the Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 678, a bill to provide 
for the coordination and implementa-
tion of a national aquaculture policy 
for the private sector by the Secretary 
of Agriculture, to establish an aqua-
culture development and research pro-
gram, and for other purposes. 

S. 760 

At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the name of the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. BAUCUS] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 760, a bill to establish the Na-
tional Commission on the Long-Term 
Solvency of the Medicare Program. 

S. 833 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
WARNER] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
833, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to more accurately 
codify the depreciable life of semicon-
ductor manufacturing equipment. 

S. 959 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. NICKLES] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 959, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to encourage cap-
ital formation through reductions in 
taxes on capital gains, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 968 

At the request of Mr. MCCONNELL, 
the name of the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. CRAIG] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 968, a bill to require the Secretary of 
the Interior to prohibit the import, ex-
port, sale, purchase, and possession of 
bear viscera or products that contain 
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or claim to contain bear viscera, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 971 

At the request of Mr. COATS, the 
name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. NICKLES] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 971, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to prohibit govern-
mental discrimination in the training 
and licensing of health professionals on 
the basis of the refusal to undergo or 
provide training in the performance of 
induced abortions, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 986 

At the request of Mr. D’AMATO, the 
name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. KOHL] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 986, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide that 
the Federal income tax shall not apply 
to U.S. citizens who are killed in ter-
roristic actions directed at the United 
States or to parents of children who 
are killed in those terroristic actions. 

S. 1000 

At the request of Mr. BURNS, the 
names of the Senator from North Caro-
lina [Mr. FAIRCLOTH], the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. CRAIG], and the Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. LOTT] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 1000, a bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
provide that the depreciation rules 
which apply for regular tax purposes 
shall also apply for alternative min-
imum tax purposes, to allow a portion 
of the tentative minimum tax to be off-
set by the minimum tax credit, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1004 

At the request of Mr. STEVENS, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. BREAUX] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1004, a bill to authorize appropria-
tions for the U.S. Coast Guard, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1028 

At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 
the names of the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. GLENN] and the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. DORGAN] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 1028, a bill to pro-
vide increased access to health care 
benefits, to provide increased port-
ability of health care benefits, to pro-
vide increased security of health care 
benefits, to increase the purchasing 
power of individuals and small employ-
ers, and for other purposes. 

S. 1045 

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
DEWINE] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1045, a bill to amend the National 
Foundation on the Arts and the Hu-
manities Act of 1965, the Museum Serv-
ices Act, and the Arts and Artifacts In-
demnity Act to privatize the National 
Foundation on the Arts and the Hu-
manities and to transfer certain re-
lated functions, and for other purposes. 

S. 1097 

At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
CRAIG] was added as a cosponsor of S. 

1097, a bill to designate the Federal 
building located at 1550 Dewey Avenue, 
Baker City, OR, as the ‘‘David J. 
Wheeler Federal Building,’’ and for 
other purposes. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 146 

At the request of Mr. JOHNSTON, the 
names of the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. COATS] and the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. HOLLINGS] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Resolu-
tion 146, a resolution designating the 
week beginning November 19, 1995, and 
the week beginning on November 24, 
1996, as ‘‘National Family Week,’’ and 
for other purposes. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 147 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
names of the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. CONRAD], the Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. LOTT], and the Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. WARNER] were added 
as cosponsors of Senate Resolution 147, 
a resolution designating the weeks be-
ginning September 24, 1995, and Sep-
tember 22, 1996, as ‘‘National Histori-
cally Black Colleges and Universities 
Week,’’ and for other purposes. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

THE NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHOR-
IZATION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 
1996 

DORGAN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2087 

Mr. DORGAN (for himself, Mr. BRAD-
LEY, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. 
FEINGOLD, Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. EXON, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. 
GLENN, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. JOHNSTON, and 
Mr. CONRAD) proposed an amendment 
to the bill (S. 1026) to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 1996 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of 
Defense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year for the 
Armed Forces, and for other purposes; 
as follows: 

On page 32, strike out line 14 and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: ‘‘$9,233,148,000, of 
which— 

‘‘(A) not more than $357,900,000 is author-
ized to implement the national missile de-
fense policy established in Section 233(2);’’. 

LEVIN (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 2088 

Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Mr. EXON, 
Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. GLENN, Mr. BRAD-
LEY, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. 
DORGAN, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. BIDEN, 
Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, Mr. KERREY, Mr. NUNN, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. KERRY, Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
and Mr. PELL) proposed an amendment 
to the bill S. 1026, supra; as follows: 

On page 52, strike out lines 20 through 25. 
On page 62, strike out lines 8 through 11. 
Beginning on page 63, strike out line 11 and 

all that follows through page 65, line 24. 

COHEN AMENDMENT NO. 2089 

Mr. COHEN proposed an amendment 
to the bill S. 1026, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill insert 
the following: 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) The proliferation of weapons of mass de-
struction and ballistic missiles of all ranges 
is a global problem that is becoming increas-
ingly threatening to the United States, its 
troops and citizens abroad, and its allies. 

(2) Articles XIII of the ABM Treaty envi-
sions ‘‘possible changes in the strategic situ-
ation which have a bearing on the provisions 
of this Treaty’’. 

(3) Articles XIII and XIV of the ABM Trea-
ty establish means for the Parties to amend 
the Treaty, and the Parties have employed 
these means to amend the Treaty. 

(4) Article X V of the ABM Treaty estab-
lishes means for a party to withdraw from 
the Treaty, upon 6 months notice, ‘‘if it de-
cides that extraordinary events related to 
the subject matter of this Treaty have jeop-
ardized its supreme interests.’’. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—Given the funda-
mental responsibility of the Government of 
the United States to protect the security of 
the United States, the increasingly serious 
threat posed to the United States by the pro-
liferation of weapons of mass destruction 
and ballistic missile technology, and the ef-
fect this threat could have in constraining 
the options of the United States to act in 
time of crisis, it is the sense of Congress 
that— 

(1) it is in the supreme interest of the 
United States to defend itself from the 
threat of limited ballistic missile attack, 
whatever its source; 

(2) the deployment of a multiple site 
ground-based national missile defense sys-
tem to protect against limited ballistic mis-
sile attack can strengthen strategic stability 
and deterrence; 

(3) the policies, programs, and require-
ments of subtitle C of title II of this Act can 
be accomplished through processes specified 
within, or consistent with, the ABM Treaty, 
which anticipates the need and provides the 
means for amendment to the Treasury; 

(4) the President is urged to initiate nego-
tiations with the Russian Federation to 
amend the ABM Treaty as necessary to pro-
vide for the national missile defense systems 
specified in section 235 to protect the United 
States from limited ballistic missile attack; 
and 

(5) if these negotiations fail, the President 
is urged to consult with the Senate about the 
option of withdrawing the United States 
from the ABM Treaty in accordance with the 
provisions of Article XV of the Treaty. 

MCCAIN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2090 

Mr. MCCAIN (for himself, Mr. ROTH, 
Mr. FEINGOLD, and Mr. GRAMS) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill S. 1026, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 30, after the matter following line 
24, insert the following: 
SEC. 125. SSN–23 SEAWOLF CLASS ATTACK SUB-

MARINE. 
(a) DELETION OF FUNDING.—Notwith-

standing any other provision of this Act, the 
total amount of the funds authorized under 
section 120(a)(3) for the Navy for fiscal year 
1996 for shipbuilding and conversion is re-
duced by $1,507,477,000. 

(b) PROHIBITION.—(1) Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this Act, funds available 
for the Department of Defense for fiscal year 
1996 and, except as provided in paragraph 
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(2)(B), funds available for the Department of 
Defense for any preceding fiscal year may 
not be obligated or expended for procure-
ment of a third SSN–21 Seawolf class attack 
submarine or for advance procurement for 
such submarines. 

(2)(A) Funds available for the Department 
of Defense for fiscal year 1996 may not be 
used for paying costs incurred for termi-
nation of any contract for procurement of a 
third SSN–21 Seawolf class attack sub-
marine, including any contract for advance 
procurement for such submarine. 

(B) Only the funds available for the De-
partment of Defense for fiscal years before 
fiscal year 1996 for procurement of an SSN– 
23 Seawolf attack submarine may, to the ex-
tent provided in appropriations Acts, be used 
for paying costs described in subparagraph 
(A). 

MCCAIN AMENDMENT NO. 2091 

Mr. MCCAIN proposed an amendment 
to the bill S. 1026, supra; as follows: 

On page 30, after the matter following line 
24, insert the following: 
SEC. 125. SEAWOLF SUBMARINE PROGRAM. 

(a) LIMITATION OF COSTS.—Except as pro-
vided in subsection (b), the total amount ob-
ligated or expended for procurement of the 
SSN–21, SSN–22, and SSN–23 Seawolf class 
submarines may not exceed $7,187,800,000. 

(b) AUTOMATIC INCREASE OF LIMITATION 
AMOUNT.—The amount of the limitation set 
forth in subsection (a) is increased after fis-
cal year 1995 by the following amounts: 

(1) The amounts of outfitting costs and 
postdelivery costs incurred for the sub-
marines referred to in such subsection. 

(2) The amounts of increases in costs at-
tributable to economic inflation after fiscal 
year 1995. 

(3) The amounts of increases in costs at-
tributable to compliance with changes in 
Federal, State, or local laws enacted after 
fiscal year 1995. 

DODD AMENDMENT NO. 2092 

Mr. DODD proposed an amendment 
to amendment No. 2091 proposed by Mr. 
MCCAIN to the bill S. 1026, supra; as fol-
lows: 

On page 1, line 7, strike out ‘‘$7,187,800,000’’ 
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$7,223,659,000’’. 

FAIRCLOTH AMENDMENT NO. 2093 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. FAIRCLOTH submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1026, supra; as fol-
lows: 

Beginning on page 110 strike line 20 and all 
that follows through page 114, line 6. 

BUMPERS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2094 

Mr. BUMPERS (for himself, Mr. 
FEINGOLD, Mr. SIMON, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. 
HATFIELD, and Mr. DORGAN) proposed 
an amendment to the bill S. 1026, 
supra; as follows: 

Strike line 1 on page 353 through line 16 on 
page 357. 

CHAFEE (AND WARNER) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2095 

Mr. WARNER (for Mr. CHAFEE, for 
himself and Mr. WARNER) proposed an 
amendment to the bill S. 1026, supra; as 
follows: 

Beginning on page 78, strike line 21 and all 
that follows through page 87, line 20, and in-
sert the following: 
SEC. 322. DISCHARGES FROM VESSELS OF THE 

ARMED FORCES. 
(a) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this section 

are to— 
(1) enhance the operational flexibility of 

vessels of the Armed Forces domestically 
and internationally; 

(2) stimulate the development of innova-
tive vessel pollution control technology; and 

(3) advance the development by the United 
States Navy of environmentally sound ships. 

(b) UNIFORM NATIONAL DISCHARGE STAND-
ARDS DEVELOPMENT.—Section 312 of the Fed-
eral Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 
1322) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(n) UNIFORM NATIONAL DISCHARGE STAND-
ARDS FOR VESSELS OF THE ARMED FORCES.— 

‘‘(1) APPLICABILITY.—This subsection shall 
apply to vessels of the Armed Forces and dis-
charges, other than sewage, incidental to the 
normal operation of a vessel of the Armed 
Forces, unless the Secretary of Defense finds 
that compliance with this subsection would 
not be in the national security interests of 
the United States. 

‘‘(2) DETERMINATION OF DISCHARGES RE-
QUIRED TO BE CONTROLLED BY MARINE POLLU-
TION CONTROL DEVICES.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator and 
the Secretary of Defense, after consultation 
with the Secretary of the department in 
which the Coast Guard is operating, the Sec-
retary of Commerce, and interested States, 
shall jointly determine the discharges inci-
dental to the normal operation of a vessel of 
the Armed Forces for which it is reasonable 
and practicable to require use of a marine 
pollution control device to mitigate adverse 
impacts on the marine environment. Not-
withstanding subsection (a)(1) of section 553 
of title 5, United States Code, the Adminis-
trator and the Secretary of Defense shall 
promulgate the determinations in accord-
ance with the section. 

‘‘(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—In making a deter-
mination under subparagraph (A), the Ad-
ministrator and the Secretary of Defense 
shall take into consideration— 

‘‘(i) the nature of the discharge; 
‘‘(ii) the environmental effects of the dis-

charge; 
‘‘(iii) the practicability of using the ma-

rine pollution control device; 
‘‘(iv) the effect that installation or use of 

the marine pollution control device would 
have on the operation or operational capa-
bility of the vessel; 

‘‘(v) applicable United States law; 
‘‘(vi) applicable international standards; 

and 
‘‘(vii) the economic costs of the installa-

tion and use of the marine pollution control 
device. 

‘‘(3) PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR MARINE 
POLLUTION CONTROL DEVICES.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For each discharge for 
which a marine pollution control device is 
determined to be required under paragraph 
(2), the Administrator and the Secretary of 
Defense, in consultation with the Secretary 
of the department in which the Coast Guard 
is operating, the Secretary of State, the Sec-
retary of Commerce, other interested Fed-
eral agencies, and interested States, shall 
jointly promulgate Federal standards of per-
formance for each marine pollution control 
device required with respect to the dis-
charge. Notwithstanding subsection (a)(1) of 
section 553 of title 5, United States Code, the 
Administrator and the Secretary of Defense 
shall promulgate the standards in accord-
ance with the section. 

‘‘(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—In promulgating 
standards under this paragraph, the Admin-

istrator and the Secretary of Defense shall 
take into consideration the matters set forth 
in paragraph (2)(B). 

‘‘(C) CLASSES, TYPES, AND SIZES OF VES-
SELS.—The standards promulgated under this 
paragraph may— 

‘‘(i) distinguish among classes, types, and 
sizes of vessels; 

‘‘(ii) distinguish between new and existing 
vessels; and 

‘‘(iii) provide for a waiver of the applica-
bility of the standards as necessary or appro-
priate to a particular class, type, age, or size 
of vessel. 

‘‘(4) REGULATIONS FOR USE OF MARINE POL-
LUTION CONTROL DEVICES.—The Secretary of 
Defense, after consultation with the Admin-
istrator and the Secretary of the department 
in which the Coast Guard is operating, shall 
promulgate such regulations governing the 
design, construction, installation, and use of 
marine pollution control devices on board 
vessels of the Armed Forces as are necessary 
to achieve the standards promulgated under 
paragraph (3). 

‘‘(5) DEADLINES; EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
‘‘(A) DETERMINATIONS.—The Administrator 

and the Secretary of Defense shall— 
‘‘(i) make the initial determinations under 

paragraph (2) not later than 2 years after the 
date of enactment of this subsection; and 

‘‘(ii) every 5 years— 
‘‘(I) review the determinations; and 
‘‘(II) if necessary, revise the determina-

tions based on significant new information. 
‘‘(B) STANDARDS.—The Administrator and 

the Secretary of Defense shall— 
‘‘(i) promulgate standards of performance 

for a marine pollution control device under 
paragraph (3) not later than 2 years after the 
date of a determination under paragraph (2) 
that the marine pollution control device is 
required; and 

‘‘(ii) every 5 years— 
‘‘(I) review the standards; and 
‘‘(II) if necessary, revise the standards, 

consistent with paragraph (3)(B) and based 
on significant new information. 

‘‘(C) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall promulgate regulations with re-
spect to a marine pollution control device 
under paragraph (4) as soon as practicable 
after the Administrator and the Secretary of 
Defense promulgate standards with respect 
to the device under paragraph (3), but not 
later than 1 year after the Administrator 
and the Secretary of Defense promulgate the 
standards. The regulations promulgated by 
the Secretary of Defense under paragraph (4) 
shall become effective upon promulgation 
unless another effective date is specified in 
the regulations. 

‘‘(D) PETITION FOR REVIEW.—The Governor 
of any State may submit a petition request-
ing that the Secretary of Defense and the 
Administrator review a determination under 
paragraph (2) or a standard under paragraph 
(3), if there is significant new information, 
not considered previously, that could reason-
ably result in a change to the particular de-
termination or standard after consideration 
of the matters set forth in paragraph (2)(B). 
The petition shall be accompanied by the 
scientific and technical information on 
which the petition is based. The Adminis-
trator and the Secretary of Defense shall 
grant or deny the petition not later than 2 
years after the date of receipt of the peti-
tion. 

‘‘(6) EFFECT ON OTHER LAWS.— 
‘‘(A) PROHIBITION ON REGULATION BY STATES 

OR POLITICAL SUBDIVISIONS OF STATES.—Be-
ginning on the effective date of— 

‘‘(i) a determination under paragraph (2) 
that it is not reasonable and practicable to 
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require use of a marine pollution control de-
vice regarding a particular discharge inci-
dental to the normal operation of a vessel of 
the Armed Forces; or 

‘‘(ii) regulations promulgated by the Sec-
retary of Defense under paragraph (4); 
except as provided in paragraph (7), neither a 
State nor a political subdivision of a State 
may adopt or enforce any statute or regula-
tion of the State or political subdivision 
with respect to the discharge or the design, 
construction, installation, or use of any ma-
rine pollution control device required to con-
trol the discharge. 

‘‘(B) FEDERAL LAWS.—This subsection shall 
not affect the application of section 311 to 
discharges incidental to the normal oper-
ation of a vessel. 

‘‘(7) ESTABLISHMENT OF STATE NO-DIS-
CHARGE ZONES.— 

‘‘(A) STATE PROHIBITION.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—After the effective date 

of— 
‘‘(I) a determination under paragraph (2) 

that it is not reasonable and practicable to 
require use of a marine pollution control de-
vice regarding a particular discharge inci-
dental to the normal operation of a vessel of 
the Armed Forces; or 

‘‘(II) regulations promulgated by the Sec-
retary of Defense under paragraph (4); 

if a State determines that the protection and 
enhancement of the quality of some or all of 
the waters within the State require greater 
environmental protection, the State may 
prohibit 1 or more discharges incidental to 
the normal operation of a vessel, whether 
treated or not treated, into the waters. No 
prohibition shall apply until the Adminis-
trator makes the determinations described 
in subclauses (II) and (III) of subparagraph 
(B)(i). 

‘‘(ii) DOCUMENTATION.—To the extent that 
a prohibition under this paragraph would 
apply to vessels of the Armed Forces and not 
to other types of vessels, the State shall doc-
ument the technical or environmental basis 
for the distinction. 

‘‘(B) PROHIBITION BY THE ADMINISTRATOR.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Upon application of a 

State, the Administrator shall by regulation 
prohibit the discharge from a vessel of 1 or 
more discharges incidental to the normal op-
eration of a vessel, whether treated or not 
treated, into the waters covered by the appli-
cation if the Administrator determines 
that— 

‘‘(I) the protection and enhancement of the 
quality of the specified waters within the 
State require a prohibition of the discharge 
into the waters; 

‘‘(II) adequate facilities for the safe and 
sanitary removal of the discharge incidental 
to the normal operation of a vessel are rea-
sonably available for the waters to which the 
prohibition would apply; and 

‘‘(III) the prohibition will not have the ef-
fect of discriminating against a vessel of the 
Armed Forces by reason of the ownership or 
operation by the Federal Government, or the 
military function, of the vessel. 

‘‘(ii) APPROVAL OR DISAPPROVAL.—The Ad-
ministrator shall approve or disapprove an 
application submitted under clause (i) not 
later than 90 days after the date on which 
the application is submitted to the Adminis-
trator. Notwithstanding clause (i)(II), the 
Administrator shall not disapprove an appli-
cation for the sole reason that there are not 
adequate facilities to remove any discharge 
incidental to the normal operation of a ves-
sel from vessels of the Armed Forces. 

‘‘(C) APPLICABILITY TO FOREIGN FLAGGED 
VESSELS.—A prohibition under this para-
graph— 

‘‘(i) shall not impose any design, construc-
tion, manning, or equipment standard on a 

foreign flagged vessel engaged in innocent 
passage unless the prohibition implements a 
generally accepted international rule or 
standard; and 

‘‘(ii) that relates to the prevention, reduc-
tion, and control of pollution shall not apply 
to a foreign flagged vessel engaged in transit 
passage unless the prohibition implements 
an applicable international regulation re-
garding the discharge of oil, oily waste, or 
any other noxious substance into the waters. 

‘‘(8) PROHIBITION RELATING TO VESSELS OF 
THE ARMED FORCES.—After the effective date 
of the regulations promulgated by the Sec-
retary of Defense under paragraph (4), it 
shall be unlawful for any vessel of the Armed 
Forces subject to the regulations to— 

‘‘(A) operate in the navigable waters of the 
United States or the waters of the contig-
uous zone, if the vessel is not equipped with 
any required marine pollution control device 
meeting standards established under this 
subsection; or 

‘‘(B) discharge overboard any discharge in-
cidental to the normal operation of a vessel 
in waters with respect to which a prohibition 
on the discharge has been established under 
paragraph (7). 

‘‘(9) ENFORCEMENT.—This subsection shall 
be enforceable, as provided in subsections (j) 
and (k), against any agency of the United 
States responsible for vessels of the Armed 
Forces notwithstanding any immunity as-
serted by the agency.’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) DEFINITIONS.—Section 312(a) of the Fed-

eral Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 
1322(a)) is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (8)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘or’’; and 
(ii) by inserting ‘‘or agency of the United 

States’’ after ‘‘association,’’; 
(B) in paragraph (11), by striking the pe-

riod at the end and inserting a semicolon; 
and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(12) ‘discharge incidental to the normal 

operation of a vessel’— 
‘‘(A) means a discharge, including— 
‘‘(i) graywater, bilge water, cooling water, 

weather deck runoff, ballast water, oil water 
separator effluent, and any other pollutant 
discharge from the operation of a marine 
propulsion system, shipboard maneuvering 
system, crew habitability system, or in-
stalled major equipment, such as an aircraft 
carrier elevator or a catapult, or from a pro-
tective, preservative, or absorptive applica-
tion to the hull of the vessel; and 

‘‘(ii) a discharge in connection with the 
testing, maintenance, and repair of a system 
described in clause (i) whenever the vessel is 
waterborne; and 

‘‘(B) does not include— 
‘‘(i) a discharge of rubbish, trash, garbage, 

or other such material discharged overboard; 
‘‘(ii) an air emission resulting from the op-

eration of a vessel propulsion system, motor 
driven equipment, or incinerator; or 

‘‘(iii) a discharge that is not covered by 
part 122.3 of title 40, Code of Federal Regula-
tions (as in effect on the date of enactment 
of subsection (n)); 

‘‘(13) ‘marine pollution control device’ 
means any equipment or management prac-
tice, for installation or use on board a vessel 
of the Armed Forces, that is— 

‘‘(A) designed to receive, retain, treat, con-
trol, or discharge a discharge incidental to 
the normal operation of a vessel; and 

‘‘(B) determined by the Administrator and 
the Secretary of Defense to be the most ef-
fective equipment or management practice 
to reduce the environmental impacts of the 
discharge consistent with the considerations 
set forth in subsection (n)(2)(B); and 

‘‘(14) ‘vessel of the Armed Forces’ means— 

‘‘(A) any vessel owned or operated by the 
Department of Defense, other than a time or 
voyage chartered vessel; and 

‘‘(B) any vessel owned or operated by the 
Department of Transportation that is des-
ignated by the Secretary of the department 
in which the Coast Guard is operating as a 
vessel equivalent to a vessel described in 
subparagraph (A).’’. 

(2) ENFORCEMENT.—The first sentence of 
section 312(j) of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1322(j)) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘of this section or’’ and in-
serting a comma; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘of this section shall’’ and 
inserting ‘‘, or subsection (n)(8) shall’’. 

(3) OTHER DEFINITIONS.—Subparagraph (A) 
of the second sentence of section 502(6) of the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 
U.S.C. 1362(6)) is amended by striking ‘‘ ‘sew-
age from vessels’ ’’ and inserting ‘‘sewage 
from vessels or a discharge incidental to the 
normal operation of a vessel of the Armed 
Forces’’. 

(d) COOPERATION IN STANDARDS DEVELOP-
MENT.—The Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency and the Secretary 
of Defense may, by mutual agreement, with 
or without reimbursement, provide for the 
use of information, reports, personnel, or 
other resources of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency or the Department of Defense 
to carry out section 312(n) of the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act (as added by 
subsection (b)), including the use of the re-
sources to— 

(1) determine— 
(A) the nature and environmental effect of 

discharges incidental to the normal oper-
ation of a vessel of the Armed Forces; 

(B) the practicability of using marine pol-
lution control devices on vessels of the 
Armed Forces; and 

(C) the effect that installation or use of 
marine pollution control devices on vessels 
of the Armed Forces would have on the oper-
ation or operational capability of the ves-
sels; and 

(2) establish performance standards for ma-
rine pollution control devices on vessels of 
the Armed Forces. 

PRYOR (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2096 

Mr. NUNN (for Mr. PRYOR for him-
self, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, and Mr. ROBB) 
proposed an amendment to the bill S. 
1026, supra; as follows: 

On page 137, after line 24, add the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. 389. FUNDING FOR TROOPS TO TEACHERS 
PROGRAM AND TROOPS TO COPS 
PROGRAM. 

(a) FUNDING.—Of the amount authorized to 
be appropriated under section 431— 

(1), $42,000,000 shall be available for the 
Troops-to-Teachers program; and 

(2) $10,000,000 shall be available for the 
Troops-to-Cops program. 

(b) DEFINITION.—In this section: 
(1) The term ‘‘Troops-to-Cops program’’ 

means the program of assistance to sepa-
rated members and former members of the 
Armed Forces to obtain employment with 
law enforcement agencies established, or 
carried out, under section 1152 of title 10, 
United States Code. 

(2) The term ‘‘Troops-to-Teachers pro-
gram’’ means the program of assistance to 
separated members of the Armed Forces to 
obtain certification and employment as 
teachers or employment as teachers’ aides 
established under section 1151 of such title. 
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DOLE AMENDMENT NO. 2097 

Mr. WARNER (for Mr. DOLE) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill S. 1026, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 314, between lines 11 and 12, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 823. PRESERVATION OF AMMUNITION IN-

DUSTRIAL BASE. 
(a) REVIEW OF AMMUNITION PROCUREMENT 

AND MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS.—(1) Not later 
than 30 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary of Defense shall 
commence a review of the ammunition pro-
curement and management programs of the 
Department of Defense, including the plan-
ning for, budgeting for, administration, and 
carrying out of such programs. 

(2) The review under paragraph (1) shall in-
clude an assessment of the following mat-
ters: 

(A) The practicability and desirability of 
using centralized procurement practices to 
procure all ammunition required by the 
Armed Forces. 

(B) The capability of the ammunition pro-
duction facilities of the United States to 
meet the ammunition requirements of the 
Armed Forces. 

(C) The practicability and desirability of 
privatizing such ammunition production fa-
cilities. 

(D) The practicability and desirability of 
using integrated budget planning among the 
Armed Forces for the procurement of ammu-
nition. 

(E) The practicability and desirability of 
establishing an advocate within the Depart-
ment of Defense for ammunition industrial 
base matters who shall be responsible for— 

(i) establishing the quantity and price of 
ammunition procured by the Armed Forces; 
and 

(ii) establishing and implementing policy 
to ensure the continuing viability of the am-
munition industrial base in the United 
States. 

THURMOND AMENDMENT NO. 2098 

Mr. WARNER (for Mr. THURMOND) 
proposed an amendment to the bill S. 
1026, supra; as follows: 

On page 328, line 19, strike out ‘‘1994’’ and 
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘1995’’. 

On page 329, line 18, strike out ‘‘1993’’ and 
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘1995’’. 

AKAKA AMENDMENT NO. 2099 

Mr. NUNN (for Mr. AKAKA) proposed 
an amendment to the bill S. 1026, 
supra; as follows: 

Beginning on page 204, strike out line 8 and 
all that follows through page 206, line 4, and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 
SEC. 543. MILITARY INTELLIGENCE PERSONNEL 

PREVENTED BY SECRECY FROM 
BEING CONSIDERED FOR DECORA-
TIONS AND AWARDS. 

(a) WAIVER ON RESTRICTIONS OF AWARDS.— 
(1) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the President, the Secretary of Defense, 
or the Secretary of the military department 
concerned may award a decoration to any 
person for an act, achievement, or service 
that the person performed in carrying out 
military intelligence duties during the pe-
riod January 1, 1940, through December 31, 
1990. 

(2) Paragraph (1) applies to any decoration 
(including any device in lieu of a decoration) 
that, during or after the period described in 
paragraph (1) and before the date of the en-
actment of this Act, was authorized by law 
or under the regulations of the Department 
of Defense or the military department con-

cerned to be awarded to a person for an act, 
achievement, or service performed by that 
person while serving on active duty. 

(b) REVIEW OF AWARD RECOMMENDATIONS.— 
(1) The Secretary of each military depart-
ment shall review all recommendations for 
awards of decorations for acts, achieve-
ments, or service described in subsection 
(a)(1) that have been received by the Sec-
retary during the period of the review. 

(2) The Secretary shall begin the review 
within 30 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act and shall complete the re-
view within one year after such date. 

(3) The Secretary may use the same proc-
ess for carrying out the review as the Sec-
retary uses for reviewing other recommenda-
tions for awarding decorations to members 
of the armed force or armed forces under the 
Secretary’s jurisdiction for acts, achieve-
ments, or service. 

(4) The Secretary may reject a rec-
ommendation if the Secretary determines 
that there is a justifiable basis for con-
cluding that the recommendation is spe-
cious. 

(5) The Secretary shall take reasonable ac-
tions to publicize widely the opportunity to 
recommend awards of decorations under this 
section. 

(6)(A) Upon completing the review, the 
Secretary shall submit a report on the re-
view to the Committee on Armed Services of 
the Senate and the Committee on National 
Security of the House of Representatives. 

(B) The report shall contain the following 
information on each recommendation for an 
award reviewed: 

(i) A summary of the recommendation. 
(ii) The findings resulting from the review. 
(iii) The final action taken on the rec-

ommendation. 
(iv) Administrative or legislative rec-

ommendations to improve award procedures 
with respect to military intelligence per-
sonnel. 

(c) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
‘‘active duty’’ has the meaning given such 
term in section 101(d)(1) of title 10, United 
States Code. 

AKAKA AMENDMENT NO. 2100 

Mr. NUNN (for Mr. AKAKA) proposed 
an amendment to the bill S. 1026, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 206, between lines 4 and 5, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 544. REVIEW REGARDING AWARDS OF DIS-

TINGUISHED-SERVICE CROSS TO 
ASIAN-AMERICANS AND PACIFIC IS-
LANDERS FOR CERTAIN WORLD WAR 
II SERVICE. 

(a) REVIEW REQUIRED.—The Secretary of 
the Army shall— 

(1) review the records relating to the award 
of the Distinguished-Service Cross to Asian- 
Americans and Native American Pacific Is-
landers for service as members of the Army 
during World War II in order to determine 
whether the award should be upgraded to the 
Medal of Honor; and 

(2) submit to the President a recommenda-
tion that the President award a Medal of 
Honor to each such person for whom the Sec-
retary determines an upgrade to be appro-
priate. 

(b) WAIVER OF TIME LIMITATIONS.—The 
President is authorized to award a Medal of 
Honor to any person referred to in sub-
section (a) in accordance with a rec-
ommendation of the Secretary of the Army 
submitted under that subsection. The fol-
lowing restrictions do not apply in the case 
of any such person: 

(1) Sections 3744 and 8744 of title 10, United 
States Code. 

(2) Any regulation or other administrative 
restriction on— 

(A) the time for awarding a Medal of 
Honor: or 

(B) the awarding of a Medal of Honor for 
service for which a Distinguished-Service 
Cross has been awarded. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) The term ‘‘Native American Pacific Is-

lander’’ means a Native Hawaiian and any 
other Native American Pacific Islander with-
in the meaning of the Native American Pro-
grams Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 2991 et seq.). 

(2) The term ‘‘World War II’’ has the mean-
ing given that term in section 101(8) of title 
38, United States Code. 

COATS AMENDMENT NO. 2101 
Mr. WARNER (for Mr. COATS) pro-

posed an amendment to the bill S. 1026, 
supra; as follows: 

Beginning on page 290, strike out line 12 
and all that follows through page 291, line 14, 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
SEC. 723. APPLICABILITY OF CHAMPUS PAYMENT 

RULES IN CERTAIN CASES 
Section 1074 of title 10, United States Code, 

is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(d)(1) The Secretary of Defense, after con-
sultation with the other administering Sec-
retaries, may by regulation require a private 
CHAMPUS provider to apply the CHAMPUS 
payment rules (subject to any modifications 
considered appropriate by the Secretary) in 
imposing charges for health care that the 
provider provides outside the catchment area 
of a Uniformed Services Treatment Facility 
to a member of the uniformed services who is 
enrolled in a health care plan of the Uni-
formed Services Treatment Facility. 

‘‘(2) In this subsection: 
‘‘(A) The term ‘private CHAMPUS pro-

vider’ means a private facility or health care 
provider that is a health care provider under 
the Civilian Health and Medical Program of 
the Uniformed Services. 

‘‘(B) The term ‘CHAMPUS payment rules’ 
means the payment rules referred to in sub-
section (c). 

‘‘(C) The term ‘Uniformed Services Treat-
ment Facility’ means a facility deemed to be 
a facility of the uniformed services under 
section 911(a) of the Military Construction 
Authorization Act, 1982 (42 U.S.C. 248c(a)).’’. 

COATS AMENDMENT NO. 2102 
Mr. WARNER (for Mr. COATS) pro-

posed an amendment to the bill S. 1026, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 285, line 14, strike out ‘‘January 1, 
1995’’ and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘October 1, 
1995’’. 

NICKLES (AND INHOFE) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2103 

Mr. WARNER (for Mr. NICKLES, for 
himself and Mr. INHOFE) proposed an 
amendment to the bill S. 1026, supra; as 
follows: 

On page 76, insert the following after line 
4: 

‘‘(f) REVIEW BY THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING 
OFFICE.—(1) The Secretary shall make avail-
able to the Comptroller General of the 
United States all information used by the 
Department in developing the policy under 
subsections (a) through (d) of this section. 

‘‘(2) Not later than 45 days after the Sec-
retary submits to Congress the report re-
quired by subsection (a), the Comptroller 
General shall transmit to Congress a report 
containing a detailed analysis of the Sec-
retary’s proposed policy as reported under 
subsection (a).’’ 
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McCAIN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2104 

Mr. WARNER (for Mr. MCCAIN, for 
himself, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. BROWN, 
and Mr. BINGAMAN) proposed an amend-
ment to the bill S. 1026, supra; as fol-
lows: 

On page 572, line 19, strike out ‘‘three 
months’’ and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘five 
months’’. 

On page 573, line 11, strike out ‘‘fair mar-
ket’’. 

On page 574, beginning on line 9, strike out 
‘‘In setting that price, the Secretary, in con-
sultation with the Director, may consider’’ 
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘The Secretary 
may not set the minimum acceptable price 
below’’. 

On page 574, at the end of line 19, insert the 
following: ‘‘Notwithstanding section 7433(b) 
of this title, costs and fees of retaining the 
investment banker shall be paid out of the 
proceeds of the sale of the reserve.’’. 

On page 574, line 22, insert ‘‘or contracts’’ 
after ‘‘contract’’. 

On page 575, line 3, insert ‘‘or contracts’’ 
after ‘‘contract’’. 

On page 575, line 11, insert ‘‘or contracts’’ 
after ‘‘contract’’. 

On page 575, line 17, insert ‘‘or contracts’’ 
after ‘‘contract’’. 

On page 576, line 11, by inserting ‘‘or pur-
chasers (as the case may be)’’ after ‘‘pur-
chaser’’. 

On page 578, line 17, by inserting ‘‘or pur-
chasers (as the case may be)’’ after ‘‘pur-
chaser’’. 

On page 579, line 4, strike out ‘‘a contract’’ 
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘any contract’’. 

On page 579, line 12, insert after ‘‘reserve’’ 
the following: ‘‘or any subcomponent there-
of’’. 

On page 579, line 16, insert ‘‘or parcel’’ 
after ‘‘reserve’’. 

On page 584, strike out line 11, and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 
the committees. 

‘‘(m) OVERSIGHT.—The Comptroller General 
shall monitor the actions of the Secretary 
relating to the sale of the reserve and report 
to the Committee on Armed Services of the 
Senate and the Committee on National secu-
rity of the House of Representatives any 
findings on such actions that the Comp-
troller General considers appropriate to re-
port to such committees. 

‘‘(n) ACQUISITION OF SERVICES.—The Sec-
retary may enter into contracts for the ac-
quisition of services required under this sec-
tion under the authority of paragraph (7) of 
section 303(c) of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 (41 
U.S.C. 253(c)), except that the notification 
required under subparagraph (B) of such 
paragraph for each contract shall be sub-
mitted to Congress not less than 7 days be-
fore the award of the contract. 

‘‘(o) RECONSIDERATION OF PROCESS OF 
SALE.—(1) If during the course of the sale of 
the reserve the Secretary of Energy and the 
Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget jointly determine that— 

‘‘(A) the sale is proceeding in a manner in-
consistent with achievement of a sale price 
that reflects the full value of the reserve, or 

‘‘(B) a course of action other than the im-
mediate sale of the reserve is in the best in-
terests of the United States, 
the Secretary shall submit a notification of 
the determination to the Committee on 
Armed Services of the Senate and the Com-
mittees on National Security and on Com-
merce of the House of Representatives. 

‘‘(2) After the Secretary submits a notifica-
tion under paragraph (1), the Secretary may 
not complete the sale the reserve under this 

section unless there is enacted a joint resolu-
tion— 

‘‘(A) that is introduced after the date on 
which the notification is received by the 
committees referred to in such paragraph; 

‘‘(B) that does not have a preamble; 
‘‘(C) the matter after the resolving clause 

of which reads only as follows: ‘That the Sec-
retary of Energy shall proceed with activi-
ties to sell Naval Petroleum Reserve Num-
bered 1 in accordance with section 7421a of 
title 10, United States Code, notwithstanding 
the determination set forth in the notifica-
tion submitted to Congress by the Secretary 
of Energy on llllll.’ (the blank space 
being filled in with the appropriate date); 
and 

‘‘(D) the title of which is as follows: ‘Joint 
resolution approving continuation of actions 
to sell Naval Petroleum Reserve Numbered 
1’. 

‘‘(3) Subsection (k), except for paragraph 
(1) of such subsection, shall apply to the 
joint resolution described in paragraph (2).’’. 

On page 584, strike out line 20 and all that 
follows through page 586, line 12, and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 
SEC. 3302. FUTURE OF NAVAL PETROLEUM RE-

SERVES (OTHER THAN NAVAL PE-
TROLEUM RESERVE NUMBERED 1). 

(a) STUDY OF FUTURE OF PETROLEUM RE-
SERVES.—(1) The Secretary of Energy shall 
conduct a study to determine which of the 
following options, or combination of options, 
would maximize the value of the naval petro-
leum reserves to or for the United States: 

(A) Transfer of all or a part of the naval 
petroleum reserves to the jurisdiction of the 
Department of the Interior for leasing in ac-
cordance with the Mineral Leasing Act (30 
U.S.C. 181 et seq.) and surface management 
in accordance with the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.). 

(B) Lease of the naval petroleum reserves 
consistent with the provisions of such Acts. 

(C) Sale of the interest of the United 
States in the naval petroleum reserves. 

(2) The Secretary shall retain such inde-
pendent consultants as the Secretary con-
siders appropriate to conduct the study. 

(3) An examination of the value to be de-
rived by the United States from the transfer, 
lease, or sale of the naval petroleum reserves 
under paragraph (1) shall include an assess-
ment and estimate, in a manner consistent 
with customary property valuation practices 
in the oil industry, of the fair market value 
of the interest of the United States in the 
naval petroleum reserves. 

(4) Not later than December 31, 1995, the 
Secretary shall submit to Congress and 
make available to the public a report de-
scribing the results of the study and con-
taining such recommendations as the Sec-
retary considers appropriate to implement 
the option, or combination of options, identi-
fied in the study that would maximize the 
value of the naval petroleum reserves to or 
for the United States, 

(b) IMPLEMENTATION OF RECOMMENDA-
TIONS.—Not earlier than 31 days after sub-
mitting to Congress the report required 
under subsection (a)(4), and not later than 
December 31, 1996, the Secretary shall carry 
out the recommendations contained in the 
report. 

(c) NAVAL PETROLEUM RESERVES DE-
FINED.—For purposes of this section, the 
term ‘‘naval petroleum reserves’’ has the 
meaning given that term in section 7420(2) of 
title 10, United States Code, except that such 
term does not include Naval Petroleum Re-
serve Numbered 1. 

FEINSTEIN AMENDMENT NO. 2105 
Mr. NUNN (for Mrs. FEINSTEIN) pro-

posed an amendment to the bill S. 1026, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 433, in the table relating to the ex-
tension of 1993 project authorizations for the 
Army National Guard, insert after the item 
relating to the project at Union Springs, 
Alabama, the following: 

Cali-
fornia.

Los 
Alamit-
os 
Armed 
Forces 
Reserve 
Center.

Fuel Fa-
cility.

$1,553,000 

THURMOND AMENDMENT NO. 2106 

Mr. WARNER (for Mr. THURMOND) 
proposed an amendment to the bill S. 
1026, supra; as follows: 

Beginning on page 275, strike out line 19 
and all that follows through page 277, line 18, 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

(a) STUDY REQUIRED.—(1) The Secretary of 
Defense shall conduct a study to determine 
the quantitative results (described in sub-
section (b)) of enactment and exercise of au-
thority for the Secretary of the military de-
partment concerned to pay an annuity to the 
qualified surviving spouse of each member of 
the Armed Forces who— 

(A) died before March 21, 1974, and was en-
titled to retired or retainer pay on the date 
of death: or 

(B) was a member of a reserve component 
of the Armed Forces during the period begin-
ning on September 21, 1972, and ending on 
October 1, 1978, and at the time of his death 
would have been entitled to retired pay 
under chapter 67 of title 10, United States 
Code (as in effect before December 1, 1994), 
but for the fact that he was under 60 years of 
age. 

(2) A qualified surviving spouse for pur-
poses of paragraph (1) is a surviving spouse 
who has not remarried and who is not eligi-
ble for an annuity under section 4 of Public 
Law 92–425 (10 U.S.C. 1448 note). 

(b) REQUIRED DETERMINATIONS.—By means 
of the study required under subsection (a), 
the Secretary shall determine the following 
matters: 

(1) The number of unremarried surviving 
spouses of deceased members and deceased 
former members of the Armed Forces re-
ferred to in subparagraph (A) of subsection 
(a)(1) who would be eligible for an annuity 
under authority described in such sub-
section. 

(2) The number of unremarried surviving 
spouses of deceased members and deceased 
former members of reserve components of 
the Armed Forces referred to in subpara-
graph (B) of subsection (a)(1) who would be 
eligible for an annuity under authority de-
scribed in such subsection. 

(3) The number of persons in each group of 
unremarried former spouses described in 
paragraphs (1) and (2) who are receiving a 
widow’s insurance benefit or a widower’s in-
surance benefit under title II of the Social 
Security Act on the basis of employment of 
a deceased member or deceased former mem-
ber referred to in subsection (a)(1). 

(c) REPORT.—(1) Not later than March 1, 
1996, the Secretary of Defense shall submit 
to the Committee on Armed Services of the 
Senate and the Committee on National Secu-
rity of the House of Representatives a report 
on the results of the study. 

(2) The Secretary shall include in the re-
port a recommendation on the amount of the 
annuity that should be authorized to be paid 
under any authority described in subsection 
(a)(1) together with a recommendation on 
whether the annuity should be adjusted an-
nually to offset increases in the cost of liv-
ing. 
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KYL (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 

NO. 2107 
Mr. WARNER (for Mr. KYL, for him-

self, Mr. ROBB, and Mr. BINGAMAN) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill S. 1026, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 403, between lines 16 and 17, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 1095. REVIEW OF NATIONAL POLICY ON PRO-

TECTING THE NATIONAL INFORMA-
TION INFRASTRUCTURE AGAINST 
STRATEGIC ATTACKS. 

Not later than 120 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the President 
shall submit to Congress a report setting 
forth the following: 

(1) The national policy and architecture 
governing the plans for establishing proce-
dures, capabilities, systems, and processes 
necessary to perform indications, warning, 
and assessment functions regarding strategic 
attacks by foreign nations, groups, or indi-
viduals, or any other entity against the na-
tional information infrastructure. 

(2) The future of the National Communica-
tions System (NCS), which has performed 
the central role in ensuring national secu-
rity and emergency preparedness commu-
nications for essential United States Govern-
ment and private sector users, including, 
specifically, a discussion of— 

(A) whether there is a federal interest in 
expanding or modernizing the National Com-
munications System in light of the changing 
strategic national security environment and 
the revolution in information technologies; 
and 

(B) the best use of the National Commu-
nications System and the assets and experi-
ence it represents as an integral part of a 
larger national strategy to protect the 
United States against a strategic attack on 
the national information infrastructure. 

MCCAIN (AND LIEBERMAN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2108 

Mr. WARNER (for Mr. MCCAIN, for 
himself and Mr. LIEBERMAN) proposed 
an amendment to the bill S. 1026, 
supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 
SEC. —. IRAN AND IRAQ ARMS NONPROLIFERA-

TION. 
(a) SANCTIONS AGAINST TRANSFERS OF PER-

SONS.—Section 1604(a) of the Iran-Iraq Arms 
Non-Proliferation Act of 1992 (title XVI of 
Public Law 102–484; 50 U.S.C. 1701 note) is 
amended by inserting ‘‘to acquire chemical, 
biological, or nuclear weapons or’’ before ‘‘to 
acquire’’. 

(b) SANCTIONS AGAINST TRANSFERS OF FOR-
EIGN COUNTRIES.—Section 1605(a) of such Act 
is amended by inserting ‘‘to acquire chem-
ical, biological, or nuclear weapons or’’ be-
fore ‘‘to acquire’’. 

(c) CLARIFICATION OF UNITED STATES AS-
SISTANCE.—Subparagraph (A) of section 
1608(7) of such Act is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(A) any assistance under the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151 et seq.), 
other than urgent humanitarian assistance 
or medicine;’’. 

THURMOND AMENDMENT NO. 2109 
Mr. WARNER (for Mr. THURMOND) 

proposed an amendment to the bill S. 
1026, supra; as follows: 

On page 468, after line 24, add the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. 2825. FINAL FUNDING FOR DEFENSE BASE 

CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COM-
MISSION. 

Section 2902(k) of the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Act of 1990 (part A of title 

XXIX of Public Law 101–510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 
note) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(3)(A) The Secretary may transfer from 
the account referred to in subparagraph (B) 
such unobligated funds in that account as 
may be necessary for the Commission to 
carry out its duties under this part during 
October, November, and December 1995. 
Funds transferred under the preceding sen-
tence shall remain available until December 
31, 1995. 

‘‘(B) The account referred to in subpara-
graph (A) is the Department of Defense Base 
Closure Account established under section 
207(a) of the Defense Authorization Amend-
ments and Base Closure and Realignment 
Act (Public Law 100–526; 10 U.S.C. 2687 
note).’’. 

f 

THE ALASKA NATIVE CLAIMS SET-
TLEMENT ACT AMENDMENT ACT 
OF 1995 

STEVENS (AND AKAKA) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2110 

Mr. WARNER (for Mr. STEVENS, for 
himself, and Mr. AKAKA) proposed an 
amendment to the bill (H.R. 402) to 
amend the Alaska Native Claims Set-
tlement Act, and for other purposes; as 
follows: 

At the end of Title I of H.R. 402, add the 
following new section 110: 
SEC. 110. DEFINITION OF REVENUES. 

(a) Section 7(i) of the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act, Public Law 92–203 (43 
U.S.C. 1606(i)), is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(i)’’; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
‘‘(2) For purposes of this subsection, the 

term ‘‘revenues’’ does not include any ben-
efit received or realized for the use of losses 
incurred or credits earned by a Regional Cor-
poration.’’. 

(b) This amendment shall be effective as of 
the date of enactment of the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act, Public Law 92–203 (43 
U.S.C. 1601, et seq.). 

f 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FORESTS AND PUBLIC LAND 
MANAGEMENT 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce for the information of 
the Senate and the public that an over-
sight hearing has been scheduled before 
the Subcommittee on Forests and Pub-
lic Land Management to review the im-
plementation of Section 2001 of the fis-
cal year 1995 Emergency Appropria-
tions and Funding Rescissions bill. 
This is the section that deals with 
emergency salvage of diseased dead 
timber on Federal forest lands. 

The hearing will take place on Thurs-
day, August 10, at 9:30 a.m. in room 
SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building in Washington, DC. 

Those who wish to submit written 
statements for the record should write 
to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources, U.S. Senate, Wash-
ington, DC 20510. For further informa-
tion, please call Mark Rey at (202) 224– 
2878. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry be 
allowed to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Thursday, August 3, at 9 
a.m., in SR–332, to consider the nomi-
nation of Ms. Jill Long to be Undersec-
retary for Rural Economic and Com-
munity Development and to be a mem-
ber of the Board of Directors for the 
Commodity Credit Corporation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on 
the Judiciary be authorized to hold a 
business meeting during the session of 
the Senate on Thursday, August 3, at 
10 a.m. in SD–226. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on 
the Judiciary be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Thursday, August 3, 1995, at 2 p.m., in 
SD–226, to hold a hearing on judicial 
nominees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Special Com-
mittee on Aging be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Thursday, August 3, at 9:30 a.m. to hold 
a hearing to discuss Federal oversight 
of Medicare HMO’s. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON DRINKING WATER, FISHERIES 
AND WILDLIFE 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Subcommittee 
on Drinking Water, Fisheries and Wild-
life be granted permission to conduct a 
hearing Thursday, August 3, at 9:30 
a.m. on reauthorization of the Endan-
gered Species Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON NEAR EASTERN AND SOUTH 
ASIAN AFFAIRS 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Near Eastern 
and South Asian Affairs Subcommittee 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations 
be authorized to meet during the ses-
sion of the Senate on Thursday, August 
3, 1995, at 10:00 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON NEAR EASTERN AND SOUTH 
ASIAN AFFAIRS 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Near Eastern 
and South Asian Affairs Subcommittee 
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Footnotes at end of article. 

of the Committee on Foreign Relations 
be authorized to meet during the ses-
sion of the Senate on Thursday, August 
3, 1995, at 2:00 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

RELEASE OF GAO REPORT ON 
SUPERFUND 

∑ Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I rise 
today to draw my colleagues attention 
to a report just released by the General 
Accounting Office that I requested on 
May 24, 1995. The report is entitled 
‘‘Superfund: Information on Current 
Health Risks,’’ and it examines the ac-
tual, current health risks at Superfund 
sites. I believe the results of this study 
are very surprising, and may have very 
important implications for the Super-
fund budget and possibly for Superfund 
reauthorization. 

At the recent White House Con-
ference on Small Business, Superfund 
reform was voted the No. 5 issue out of 
literally hundreds of topics of concern 
to small business. As these small busi-
nesses representatives know all too 
well Superfund liability is literally 
killing many small businesses. As 
chairman of the Small Business Com-
mittee in addition to being a member 
of the Environment and Public Works 
Committee and chairman of the Appro-
priations Subcommittee for the EPA, I 
asked GAO to prepare this report be-
cause I wanted to get a better under-
standing of the reduction in health 
risks and other benefits of the money 
spent on Superfund. 

The GAO report looked at EPA’s own 
data from 225 recent records of decision 
signed between 1991 and mid-1993. 
These are the sites that will soon be 
moving into the expensive construction 
phase and will be driving a big portion 
of the Superfund budget in the next few 
years. 

The report found that less than one 
third of the sites posed health risks se-
rious enough to warrant a cleanup 
under current land uses. Some of the 
sites in this category have no current 
exposure and hence no current risk. 
However, under current land uses, 
there could be a risk in the future if, 
for example, a ground water plume mi-
grated to a currently used drinking 
water source. So this category is over- 
inclusive if anything. In addition, 
about one-half of the other sites in this 
category used to pose a health risk but 
a removal action has already been 
completed to address any immediate 
risks. 

Over one-half of the 225 sites do not 
pose any risk warranting a cleanup 
under existing conditions, although 
they might pose a risk in the future if 
current land use patterns change. The 
remaining 15 percent of the sites do not 
pose risks serious enough to warrant 
cleanup under existing conditions or 
under foreseeable future conditions. 

They are already in EPA’s target risk 
range for completed cleanups. 

The implications of these findings 
are profound. Superfund sites clearly 
do not threaten the health of millions 
of Americans. As is often stated in 
fact, if we stopped conducting Super-
fund remedial actions altogether there 
are only a few sites that would have 
any impact on human health today. 
However, I do not think we can con-
clude from this report that Superfund 
should be abolished entirely, this re-
port shows that some sites do indeed 
pose a risk to health, and other sites 
may pose environmental risks suffi-
cient to warrant cleanup, but dramatic 
reform is clearly needed. 

I believe this report can help us to 
use our increasingly scarce Federal 
dollars more wisely, without putting 
anyone’s health at risk. In fact, I think 
we can use this report to protect peo-
ple’s health by better prioritizing 
EPA’s efforts on sites posing current 
health risks. This doesn’t mean we 
should ignore environmental risks or 
future risks, but current health risks 
should be our first priority. 

The decline in overall discretionary 
spending in forcing us to make signifi-
cant changes in the EPA’s budget. As 
chairman of the VA, HUD, and Inde-
pendent Agencies Subcommittee, I 
must make reductions totaling more 
than $9 billion in budget authority 
from the fiscal year 1995 VA–HUD bill. 
This is a reduction of about 12 percent, 
and will impact virtually all of the 
agencies under my subcommittee’s ju-
risdiction, including the Department of 
Veterans Affairs, HUD, NASA, EPA, 
and the National Science Foundation, 
to name a few. This reduction in dis-
cretionary spending will mean that in-
creases for any program will be nearly 
impossible. 

Clearly, in coming years, the Agency 
will simply have to get used to doing 
more with less. The Superfund Pro-
gram will not be exempt from these 
changes. With decreasing resources 
available to EPA, Superfund can be ex-
pected to take its share of cuts. In this 
tight budgetary climate, it is only pru-
dent to plan for smaller budgets by fo-
cusing on prioritizing among Super-
fund NPL sites. 

The taxes funding the Superfund 
trust fund are set to expire on Decem-
ber 31, 1995. 

Legislation to reauthorize Superfund 
is currently moving through Congress 
that will bring much needed reform to 
the program. Fiscal year 1996 will like-
ly be a transition year for the Super-
fund Program. I want to ensure that 
the transition is an orderly one and the 
Agency can avoid the problems encoun-
tered by the program during the last 
transition in 1985 and 1986. 

In my opinion, the highest priority of 
the Superfund Program should be to 
protect current risks to human health 
and to ensure that sites on the national 
priorities list are not currently causing 
illness. It is inappropriate to expend 
significant resources on remedial ac-

tion at sites that will only pose a risk 
in the future, and only under changed 
circumstances, while sites that pose a 
health risk today—that are making 
people sick today—go unaddressed. 

Currently, the Agency is not doing a 
sufficient job or prioritizing its re-
sources to address the worst sites first, 
in part because it does not distinguish 
between current risks, future risks 
under current land uses and future 
risks that will only exist under 
changed circumstances. In response to 
a question by the Appropriations Sub-
committee on how the Agency 
prioritizes its Superfund resources, 
EPA responded, ‘‘Once sites are listed 
on the NPL, Ban effort is made to 
maintain a stable pipeline of projects 
in the remedial process through re-
source allocation decisions.’’ I am very 
concerned that by its own admission, 
EPA is placing a greater emphasis on 
bureaucratic convenience than on on-
going impacts to human health. 

Our first obligation must be to pro-
tect the health of people who live 
around Superfund sites to stop people 
from getting sick due to real, ongoing 
exposures. It seems wrong to divert 
funds from these sites to sites that 
might only pose a risk warranting 
cleanup under changed circumstances 
simply ‘‘to maintain a stable pipeline 
of projects.’’ 

This GAO Report shows that Super-
fund is even more broken than we real-
ized. I urge all my colleagues to read 
this report and consider its findings as 
we move forward to fund the program 
in fiscal year 1996 and to reauthorize 
the Superfund Program. I ask that the 
GAO Report be printed in the RECORD. 

The report follows: 
SUPERFUND—INFORMATION ON CURRENT 

HEALTH RISKS 

U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, 
RESOURCES, COMMUNITY, AND ECO-
NOMIC DEVELOPMENT DIVISION, 

Washington, DC, July 19, 1995. 
Hon. CHRISTOPHER S. BOND, 
Chairman, Committee on Small Business, U.S. 

Senate. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Superfund cost esti-

mates are growing at a substantial rate. The 
Superfund program was authorized through 
1994 at $15.2 billion, covering over 1,100 non-
federal sites on the National Priorities List 
(NPL).1 These figures could grow to $75 bil-
lion (in 1994 dollars) and 4,500 nonfederal 
sites, according to the Congressional Budget 
Office (CBO).2 Because of these escalating 
costs, congressional decision makers want to 
know more about the human health risks ad-
dressed by the program. Although the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) recently testified to the Con-
gress that approximately 73 million people 
live fewer than 4 miles from at least one 
Superfund site, much debate has occurred 
about the extent to which these sites pose 
health risks for cancer or other conditions, 
such as birth defects or nerve or liver dam-
age. 

To help measure the health risks from 
Superfund sites, you asked us to provide the 
best available information on (1) the extent 
to which sites may pose health risks under 
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current land uses, as opposed to the risks 
that may develop if land uses change in the 
future; the nature of the current risks; and 
the types of environmental media (e.g., 
groundwater, soil, or air) that pose these 
risks and (2) whether EPA’s short-term re-
sponse actions to mitigate the health risks 
from Superfund sites have reduced the risks 
under current land uses. This report presents 
our findings on these issues as they relate to 
the 225 nonfederal NPL sites contained in 
EPA’s data base on health risks from Super-
fund sites—the most comprehensive auto-
mated information available as of early 1995. 
These sites constitute most of the sites 
where EPA made cleanup decisions between 
1991 and mid-1993. As agreed with your office, 
in our ongoing work for you we will examine 
other related issues, such as the nature of 
health risks from the Superfund sites under 
future changes in land use. 

RESULTS IN BRIEF 
About one-third (or 71) of the 225 sites con-

tained in EPA’s data base posed health risks 
serious enough to warrant cleanup, given 
current land uses.3 About another one-half 
(or 119) of the 225 sites did not pose serious 
health risks under current land uses but 
posed such health risks under EPA’s projec-
tions about future changes in land use. The 
remainder of the sites did not pose health 
risks serious enough to warrant cleanup ac-
tion under either current or future land uses. 
However, EPA may decide to clean up these 
remaining sites to comply with other federal 
or state regulations or because of a threat to 
the environment, such as contamination en-
dangering a wetland. The current health 
risks at the 71 sites usually occurred through 
a single environmental medium, most com-
monly groundwater or soil. Of these 71 sites, 
28 percent posed cancer risks; 30 percent 
posed risks for noncancer conditions, such as 
birth defects or nerve or liver damage; and 
the remainder posed risks for both cancer 
and other, noncancer conditions. 

According to officials from EPA’s Office of 
Emergency and Remedial Response, EPA’s 
short-term response actions have tempo-
rarily mitigated the health risks that could 
immediately endanger the population sur-
rounding the 71 sites that posed serious 
health risks under current land uses. Under 
EPA’s policy, whenever a Superfund site 
poses such a health risk, a short-term re-
sponse, known as a ‘‘removal action,’’ will be 
undertaken. EPA’s data indicate that var-
ious removal actions have occurred at 31 of 
the 71 sites. EPA officials caution that while 
removal actions clearly reduce health risks, 
information is not readily available to deter-
mine the extent to which the removal ac-
tions taken at these 31 sites affected the 
risks reported in the data base. The remain-
ing 40 sites did not pose immediate risks sub-
stantial enough to warrant removal actions, 
according to the officials, although the sites 
still pose longer-term health risks under cur-
rent land uses. For example, at some sites 
contaminated groundwater that does not im-
mediately endanger surrounding populations 
may eventually reach the drinking water 
supplies used by current residents, thereby 
posing an eventual health risk. 

BACKGROUND 
With the enactment of CERCLA in 1980, 

the Congress created the Superfund program 
authorizing EPA, among other things, to 
clean up contamination at hazardous waste 
sites. CERCLA also created a trust fund 
available for various cleanup activities and 
authorized EPA to compel the parties re-
sponsible for these sites to help conduct or 
pay for the cleanup. The Superfund program 
was extended in 1986 and in 1990 and is now 
being considered for reauthorization. Under 
CERCLA, EPA assesses contaminated areas 

and then places the sites it considers to be 
the most highly contaminated on the NPL 
for further investigation and cleanup. 

EPA responds to hazardous substances at 
Superfund sites through ‘‘removal’’ and ‘‘re-
medial’’ actions. Removal actions are gen-
erally short-term (less than 1 year), low-cost 
(under $2 million) measures intended to ad-
dress actual or potential releases of haz-
ardous substances that pose a threat to 
human health or the environment. Although 
many removal actions are temporary meas-
ures to prevent exposure by stabilizing con-
ditions at a site or limiting access to the 
site, some removal actions may permanently 
clean up contamination.4 Typical removal 
actions include installing security measures 
at a site, removing tanks or drums of haz-
ardous substances from a site, or excavating 
contaminated soil. By contrast, remedial ac-
tions are long-term measures intended to 
permanently mitigate the risks from a site. 
Typical remedial actions include treating or 
containing contaminated soil, constructing 
underground walls to control the movement 
of groundwater, and incinerating hazardous 
wastes. 

Once a site is on the NPL, EPA conducts a 
‘‘remedial investigation’’ to determine 
whether the nature and extent of the con-
tamination at the site warrant remedial ac-
tion. One component of this investigation is 
a baseline risk assessment to evaluate the 
health risks the site would pose if no cleanup 
occurred.5 For the baseline risk assessment, 
EPA evaluates health risks under both ‘‘cur-
rent land-use conditions’’ and ‘‘alternate fu-
ture land-use conditions.’’ As an example, a 
site would pose health risks under current 
land-use conditions if local residents used 
groundwater containing a hazardous level of 
contaminants from the site as drinking 
water or if contaminated groundwater could 
eventually reach the wells of distant resi-
dents. By contrast, a site would pose health 
risks under alternate future land-use condi-
tions if future land development would ex-
pose people to health risks from the site’s 
contaminants, even if the site may not pose 
risks under current land uses. 

At each site, EPA assesses the cancer risk, 
as well as the risk for other ill health condi-
tions (noncancer risk), posed by the contami-
nants in groundwater, soil, surface water, 
sediment, air, and other environmental 
media to determine if these risks warrant 
cleanup. In the case of cancer, EPA considers 
the risk serious enough to warrant cleanup if 
the risk assessment indicates more than a 1 
in 10,000 probability that exposure to the 
site’s contaminants may cause an individual 
to develop cancer. In the case of noncancer 
health effects, such as birth defects or nerve 
or liver damage, EPA considers the risk seri-
ous enough to warrant cleanup if the risk as-
sessment indicates that exposure to the 
site’s contaminants might exceed the level 
that the human body can tolerate without 
developing ill health effects. 

EPA’s Responsive Electronic Link and Ac-
cess Interface (RELAI) data base, from which 
we drew information for this report, is the 
most comprehensive and current automated 
source of EPA’s data on the health risks of 
Superfund sites. Created in 1993, this data 
base contains information about health risks 
from EPA’s risk assessments and other docu-
ments related to 225 nonfederal sites, which 
constitute most of the sites where EPA made 
cleanup decisions between 1991 and mid-1993. 

ONE-THIRD OF SITES POSED RISKS UNDER 
CURRENT LAND USES 

About 32 percent (71) of the 225 sites in 
EPA’s data base posed serious health risks 
under the land uses current at the time of 
the risk assessment. About 53 percent (119) of 
the 225 sites did not pose risks warranting 

cleanup under current land uses, but posed 
such risks under EPA’s projections about fu-
ture changes in land use.6 The remaining 15 
percent (35) of the sites did not pose health 
risks serious enough to warrant cleanup ac-
tion under either current or future land uses. 
As we noted earlier, EPA may still decide to 
clean up these remaining sites because of 
federal or state regulations or because of a 
threat to the environment, such as contami-
nation endangering a wetland. 

Our analysis of EPA’s data on the 71 sites 
posing health risks under current land uses 
indicates the following: At 77 percent (55) of 
the sites, a single environmental medium, 
usually groundwater or contaminated soil, 
posed the health risks, and at the remaining 
23 percent (16) of the sites, multiple environ-
mental media posed the health risks. 

EPA’s data for the 71 sites also indicate 
that 28 percent posed cancer risks, 30 percent 
posed noncancer risks, and 42 percent posed 
both cancer and noncancer risks. EPA’s non-
cancer risk category includes such condi-
tions as birth defects or nerve or liver dam-
age. 

REMOVAL ACTIONS HAVE REDUCED IMMEDIATE 
HEALTH RISKS 

According to officials from the Office of 
Emergency and Remedial Response (OERR), 
EPA’s removal program has mitigated the 
immediate health risks from Superfund 
sites, at least temporarily. EPA’s policy re-
quires a short-term response whenever a 
Superfund site poses a health risk that im-
mediately endangers the surrounding popu-
lations. According to the OERR officials, 
under the removal program EPA has periodi-
cally evaluated the NPL sites and has taken 
intervening steps at those sites determined 
to pose immediate threats to health. EPA’s 
data indicate that removal actions have oc-
curred at 31 of the 71 sites that posed risk 
under current land uses. 

OERR officials caution that while removal 
actions have mitigated the immediate health 
risks at these sites, information is not read-
ily available to determine the extent to 
which removal actions have affected the 
health risks reported in the data base. Ac-
cording to these officials, the available infor-
mation does not indicate whether the re-
moval actions removed or treated only 
enough contaminants to mitigate the risks 
that immediately endangered a site’s sur-
rounding population. For example, a small 
pile of highly contaminated soil might have 
been removed, mitigating the immediate 
risks to children playing nearby but having 
little effect on the site’s more extensive soil 
contamination. 

OERR officials also caution that the avail-
able information does not indicate the ex-
tent to which the health risks reported in 
the data base may already reflect the effect 
of the removal actions. In some cases, a re-
moval action may have taken place before 
the risk assessment. OERR officials are un-
certain about whether, in such cases, risk as-
sessors might have considered the effect of 
the removal in reporting the site’s health 
risks. 

Of the 71 sites posing risks under current 
land uses, 40 sites did not pose immediate 
threats substantial enough to warrant re-
moval actions, according to OERR officials. 
These officials explained that although these 
sites did not pose risks that immediately en-
danger nearby populations, they still pose 
risks under current land-use conditions. For 
example, according to these officials, at 
some sites contaminated groundwater has 
not yet reached drinking water. However, 
under current land uses, the groundwater 
could eventually reach a drinking water sup-
ply, thereby posing a health risk. Table 1 
categorizes these 40 sites by the environ-
mental media posing the current health risk. 
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Table 1—Forty sites posing health risks under 

current land uses that have not warranted re-
moval action 

Environmental medium that posed 
health risks 

Number 
Groundwater ...................................... 18 
Soil .................................................... 13 
Sediment ........................................... 2 
Air ..................................................... 1 
Surface water .................................... 0 
Multiple media .................................. 6 

Total ......................................... 40 
Source: GAO’s analysis of data from EPA’s RELAI 

data base. 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

We requested that EPA provide comments 
on a draft of this report. On June 19, 1995, we 
met with officials from EPA’s OERR, includ-
ing the Chief, Response Operations Branch, 
to obtain the agency’s comments on the 
draft report. The officials told us that they 
were generally satisfied that the information 
presented in the report is accurate. The offi-
cials provided additional perspectives on sev-
eral issues discussed in the report and also 
suggested technical corrections on a few 
matters. We revised the draft report to in-
corporate these comments. 

SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

To provide information on the extent to 
which Superfund sites may pose serious 
health risks under current land uses and on 
the nature of those risks, we analyzed perti-
nent information from EPA’s most com-
prehensive data base on the health risks 
from Superfund sites. While we did not inde-
pendently verify the accuracy of EPA’s data, 
we reviewed the agency’s data collection and 
verification guidelines and internal quality 
assurance procedures, and determined these 
internal controls to be adequate. We worked 
closely with EPA officials to ensure a proper 
interpretation and analysis of the data. Al-
though the Agency for Toxic Substances and 
Disease Registry—the Public Health Service 
agency responsible for identifying health 
problems in the communities around Super-
fund sites—also assesses sites’ health risks, 
we did not analyze the agency’s evaluation 
data on Superfund sites for this report be-
cause of time constraints. 

To provide information on whether EPA’s 
short-term response actions have reduced 
the health risks from Superfund sites, we ob-
tained EPA’s data on the removal actions 
that have occurred at the 71 sites where cur-
rent health risks existed. Although we did 
not verify this information, we discussed the 
information and EPA’s removal policy and 
actions with officials from OERR’s Response 
Standards and Criteria and Response Oper-
ations branches. 

We performed our work between April and 
June 1995 in accordance with generally ac-
cepted government auditing standards. 

As arranged with your office, unless you 
publicly announce this report’s contents ear-
lier, we plan no further distribution until 10 
days after the date of this letter. At that 
time, we will send copies to the Adminis-
trator, EPA; the Director, Office of Manage-
ment and Budget; and other interested par-
ties. We will also make copies available to 
others on request. 

The major contributors to this report are 
listed in appendix I. If you or your staff have 
any questions about this report, please call 
me at (202) 512–6111. 

Sincerely yours, 
PETER F. GUERRERO, 

Director, Environmental Protection Issues. 

APPENDIX I—MAJOR CONTRIBUTORS TO THIS 
REPORT 

Resources, Community, and Economic De-
velopment Division, Washington, D.C.: Ei-

leen R. Larence, Assistant Director, Patricia 
J. Manthe, Evaluator-in-Charge, Karen A. 
Simpson, Evaluator, Barbara A. Johnson, 
Program Analyst, Jeanine M. Brady, Reports 
Analyst. 

Chicago Regional Office: Sharon E. Butler, 
Senior Evaluator. 

FOOTNOTES 
1 The Congress created the Superfund program 

under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), which 
authorized the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), among other things, to clean up contamina-
tion at the nation’s hazardous waste sites. EPA 
places the sites it considers to be the most severely 
contaminated on the NPL for cleanup. 

2 The Total Costs of Cleaning Up Nonfederal Super-
fund Sites, CBO (Washington, D.C.: Jan. 1994). 

3 EPA considers the risk serious enough to warrant 
cleanup if (1) an individual has more than a 1 in 
10,000 chance of developing cancer from exposure to 
the site’s contaminants or (2) if exposure to the 
site’s contaminants might exceed the level humans 
can tolerate without developing other ill health ef-
fects, such as birth defects or nerve or liver damage. 

4 According to officials in EPA’s Office of Emer-
gency and Remedial Response, while permanent re-
moval actions are preferred over temporary meas-
ures, EPA must consider several factors, including 
competing needs at other sites, in determining the 
appropriate removal action for a site. 

5 At some sites, EPA may take removal actions be-
fore the risk assessment occurs, which could reduce 
somewhat the risk estimated in the baseline assess-
ment of the site. 

6 According to EPA officials, the Superfund pro-
gram is supposed to address significant health risks 
under both current and future land uses. About 85 
percent of sites in the RELAI data base meet EPA’s 
criteria for serious health risk under either current 
or future land uses.∑ 

f 

FIRE, READY, AIM 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, the Bos-
nian policy of the United States is 
lacking in backbone and commitment. 

I confess, it discourages me. 
I am not the only one who is discour-

aged. 
A column by Tom Friedman appeared 

in the Sunday July 30, 1995, New York 
Times that is, unfortunately, on tar-
get. And I ask that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The article follows: 
[From the New York Times, July 30, 1995] 

FIRE, READY, AIM 

(By Thomas L. Friedman) 

Washington: Lost in the commotion about 
the Senate vote to lift the arms embargo on 
Bosnia, and President Clinton’s threat to 
veto such a move, is a small fact of some im-
portance: Both the President’s policy and 
the Congress’s policy duck the real issue in 
Bosnia and are formulas for continued war. 

What are our real interests in Bosnia? 
They are four: halt the killing, prevent the 
conflict from spreading, prevent the conflict 
from turning into a Christian-Muslim holy 
war and insure that it does not end in a way 
that permanently damages America’s ties 
with its European allies, NATO and Russia. 

The only way to realize those objectives is 
for the U.S. and its allies to draw up a map 
that divides Bosnia roughly along the lines 
of the NATO-Russia Contact Group pro-
posal—50 percent Serb, 50 percent Muslim- 
Croat—and then use all necessary force, in-
cluding bombing Belgrade it necessary, to 
impose those cease-fire lines on all the par-
ties. 

But, you might say, that would drag the 
U.S. into the war. Hey, we’re already in the 
war. The U.S. and NATO last week com-
mitted to using their air power to defend a 
Muslim safe haven from further murderous 

Serbian attacks. Well, if we are ready to use 
what Defense Secretary William Perry called 
‘‘massive’’ air bombardments to defend an 
isolated Muslim safe haven, why not use 
them to defend a cease-fire and a settlement 
map that could stop the killing altogether? 
Why not use them to defend a peace plan 
that would establish a Bosnian Muslim state 
centered around Sarajevo, next to a Bosnian 
Serb entity that would be federated with 
Serbia and a Bosnia Croat entity that would 
be federated with Croatia? 

Moreover, since we want the British, 
French and U.N. to keep their peacekeeping 
troops in Bosnia, and they are willing, why 
not have them use their power to oversee a 
partition plan and cease-fire lines, instead of 
to just oversee further carnage? 

Usually countries decide their war aims 
first and commit their military power sec-
ond. The Clinton Administration has done 
just the reverse. It has decided to get in-
volved militarily in Bosnia, but with no 
clearly defined plan for achieving America’s 
basic interests. If we are going to enter this 
war, it should only be to end this war—and 
the only way to do that is through some 
form of partition. 

Of course it would be preferable to have a 
pluralistic, multi-ethnic Bosnian society and 
state, where everyone lives together. But the 
parties had that once. It was called Yugo-
slavia, and the Serbs, Muslims and Croats all 
helped to rip that state apart. That is why 
the only way to stabilize things now is to di-
vide Bosnia among them. 

But instead, the Administration and Con-
gress are posturing. The Administration 
doesn’t want to lift the arms embargo, but it 
also doesn’t want to impose any settlement, 
because it fears that would involve America 
too deeply and because it knows it would 
mean accepting the very partition plans it 
advised the Muslims for years to reject. The 
Clinton Administration wants more of the 
status quo because its only clear goal is to 
get through November 1996 without U.S. 
troops in Bosnia. 

The Congress, by contrast, just wants to 
get through the evening news. It wants to 
feel good about lifting the embargo, but does 
not want to recognize that this will only 
trigger a heavier Serbian onslaught against 
the Muslims, which they will only be able to 
resist in the short term with the help of di-
rect Western military intervention, which is 
precisely the sort of deep involvement Con-
gress is actually trying to avoid. 

With the Administration plan the Muslims 
lose slowly. With the Congress plan the Mus-
lims lose quickly. 

Neither the Administration nor the Con-
gress wants to recognize what the Europeans 
already have—that the ideal multi-ethnic, 
democratic Bosnia, if it were ever possible, 
cannot be achieved now. The only way to 
achieve it would be to force the Serbs, Mus-
lims and Croats to live together under one 
roof, which they demonstrably do not want 
to do. None of the parties right now are 
fighting to live together. They are each 
fighting for ethnic survival or independence. 

We can lament the idea of a multiethnic, 
pluralistic Bosnia but we cannot build it 
from the raw material at hand. The only 
sane thing left is to stop the killing and 
build the least bad peace around the Bosnia 
we have, which is one in which Serbs, Croats 
and Muslims live apart until they can learn 
again to live together.∑ 

f 

THE 75TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
19TH AMENDMENT 

∑ Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President. It is 
my pleasure to submit for the RECORD, 
Executive Order 95–32, issued by the 
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Governor of New Mexico, Gary E. John-
son, in recognition of the 75th Anniver-
sary of women’s suffrage. 

Whereas, since the founding of our nation 
women have played a vital role in the forma-
tion of the United States of America; and 

Whereas, women have fought battles, built 
homes, set up governments and donated 
many hours to help make this nation the 
great nation that it is today; and 

Whereas, despite all of their support and 
hard work, women were denied the right to 
vote; and 

Whereas, it is proper and fitting to recog-
nize the 75th anniversary of the struggle for 
women’s suffrage; 

Therefore, I, Gary E. Johnson, Governor of 
New Mexico, do hereby order that on August 
26, 1995, at twelve noon Mountain Standard 
Time, bells shall be rung in recognition and 
celebration of the adoption of the 19th 
amendment to the United States Constitu-
tion. 

Through the efforts of a committed 
group of New Mexican citizens, orga-
nized by Elizabeth Iolene McKinney- 
Brown, an organization was established 
to pay special tribute to the 75th anni-
versary of the 19th amendment, Cele-
brate Partners United. As the group 
said about August 26, ‘‘This is a special 
day and we need to recognize it as such 
so that all can participate in the cele-
bration.’’ As a result of this group’s ef-
forts, New Mexico issued its executive 
order to set aside 12 noon on August 26, 
1995 for the ringing of bells in celebra-
tion of the adoption of this important 
amendment. I understand that New 
Mexico is the first State to set aside a 
certain time of day as a special tribute 
to the amendment. 

The members of Celebrate Partners 
United and the Governor of New Mex-
ico are to be commended for their dedi-
cated efforts to recognize this special 
day. As Lieutenant Governor Bradley 
stated in the letter of transmittal of 
the executive order: 

The people of this nation are indebted to 
those who fought bravely in the face of ad-
versity for the right of women to vote. This 
all important right is at the heart of our de-
mocracy. As we continuously strive for 
equality in this great nation, we must never 
forget the struggles of the past. We can only 
learn from the historic efforts of women 
fighting for suffrage and will continue to tell 
their story and celebrate their victory. 

Elizabeth Iolene McKinney-Brown 
brought the Celebrate Partners United 
activities to my attention. It is her and 
the group’s hope that all the States’ 
Governors will consider the New Mex-
ico example and issue similar procla-
mations. She pointed out that the ring-
ing of bells ‘‘is reminiscent of the sim-
ple act, first done by our forefathers 
when they rang the Liberty Bell.’’ She 
suggests that if there are no bells in 
the little towns and communities, that 
horns or sirens are just as good because 
‘‘anyone, anywhere, can make a sound 
in remembrance of the 75th anniver-
sary of the 19th amendment.’’ 

I am pleased that New Mexico has 
taken the initiative to honor August 26 
in this unique way. I am also equally 
proud that many men and women of 

New Mexico, at the grassroots level, 
have led this statewide effort to make 
a sound for this very important amend-
ment to our U.S. Constitution. I urge 
my colleagues to share a similar chal-
lenge within their own States—it is a 
unique way for all Americans to ac-
knowledge their appreciation for the 
special significance of this date in his-
tory.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO JOHN M. CURRAN 
∑ Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to John M. 
‘‘Mike’’ Curran, an outstanding public 
servant from my State, who will soon 
retire from Government service after a 
distinguished 32-year career with the 
U.S. Forest Service. 

Mike began his career with the U.S. 
Forest Service in 1965 as a landscape 
architect in the Intermountain Re-
gional Office in Ogden, UT, and was 
later reassigned to the Ashley National 
Forest. In 1968, he moved to the Rocky 
Mountain Regional Office in Denver, 
CO. From there he went to the San 
Juan National Forest in Colorado 
where he served as forest landscape ar-
chitect for 5 years. Mike held District 
Ranger positions from 1975 to 1981 in 
Wyoming, Buffalo Ranger District, and 
Colorado, Taylor River Ranger Dis-
trict. In 1981, he was selected as a Loeb 
Fellow at Harvard University. He then 
spent 4 years in the Forest Service’s 
Washington office in programs and leg-
islation where, during 1984, I was privi-
leged to have Mike assigned to my staff 
as a Legislative Fellow to the U.S. Sen-
ate. In working with Mike on a daily 
basis, I developed a great respect and 
appreciation for his intelligence, his 
integrity, his judgment, and his sensi-
tivity to the many complexities of en-
vironmental issues. Imagine my de-
light when, in 1986, Mike became the 
Forest Supervisor of the Ouachita Na-
tional Forest, headquartered in Hot 
Springs, AR. 

During his tenure in the Ouachitas, 
Mike has worked hard to forge a 
unique partnership between research 
and the forest which fosters the ad-
vancement of ecosystem management. 
His vision, initiative, and tireless ef-
forts have earned the Ouachita Na-
tional Forest national and inter-
national recognition for leadership in 
the evolving concept of sustainable for-
estry. He also made involvement of the 
public in the decisionmaking process a 
priority, always striving for new and 
innovative ways to improve this rela-
tionship. Significant recognition of his 
efforts include the Chevron Conserva-
tion Award, the Oklahoma and Arkan-
sas Wildlife Federation Forest Con-
servationist of the Year Awards, the 
United Nations Environment Pro-
gramme Award, the Chief’s Ecosystem 
Management Award, and the Charles L. 
Steele Award by the Arkansas Nature 
Conservancy. 

On a personal note, it was a unique 
set of circumstances which combined 
to forge the decade-long relationship 

Mike and I have enjoyed. From a val-
ued staff member to an agency head in 
my home State, Mike has also become 
a personal friend. We have argued over 
issues and worked together to preserve 
and protect the beautiful land sur-
rounding Lake Ouachita, and we have 
celebrated together those accomplish-
ments which have added to Arkansas’ 
deserved reputation as the Natural 
State. After he retires, Mike and his 
wife, Leslee, will be dividing their time 
between Arkansas and Colorado. I am 
pleased that although my State and 
our Nation are losing an exemplary 
public servant, I will be keeping a val-
ued friend and constituent.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO JOHN FRAZER 
∑ Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today to pay tribute to John Fraz-
er, a resident of Frankfort, KY, who is 
being recognized as a man who has con-
tributed more than two decades of his 
life to the lobbying and leadership of 
Kentucky’s coalition of private col-
leges. 

At 66 years of age, this man retired in 
July after serving 21 years as the presi-
dent of what is now referred to as the 
Association of Independent Kentucky 
Colleges and Universities. Mr. Frazer 
served as lobbyist and leader of the co-
alition which comprises 20 Kentucky 
schools, including Alice Lloyd, 
Bellarmine, Centre, Thomas More, 
Transylvania, and Union. Together, 
these colleges represent about 20,000 
students, which is about 12 percent of 
Kentucky’s college students and about 
20 percent of its annual graduates. 

Mr. President, this man’s dedication 
to the liberal arts education and the 
institution of the private college is ad-
mirable. Mr. Frazer used funds from 
the Kentucky General Assembly to 
provide a private school education to 
students who were unable to afford 
otherwise. In addition, he coordinated 
libraries and created a central informa-
tion system for the 20 colleges. A fu-
ture problem solver, he started a joint 
insurance program that saves the col-
leges more than $300,000 each year. 

In an age where educational reform 
has become one of the leading concerns 
among Kentuckians, Mr. Frazer’s dedi-
cation to ensuring the tradition of ex-
cellence of the liberal arts education 
and the accessibility of such an edu-
cation lives on. This lobbyist, leader, 
and good friend is being recognized 
today not only for this earnest dedica-
tion, but for the admirable way he rep-
resented these colleges. 

Gary Cox, executive director of the 
Kentucky Council on Higher Edu-
cation, recently described Mr. Frazer’s 
honorable character this way in a re-
cent Louisville Courier-Journal article: 
‘‘He’s a gentleman, a fella above re-
proach. That has added to his credi-
bility, and to the stature of the schools 
he represents.’’ 

It is my honor to pay tribute today 
to this representative of Kentucky— 
this fine example for the future edu-
cators of our Nation.∑ 
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MARTHA PAYNE: A TRUE FRIEND 

AND PUBLIC SERVANT 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I rise 

today with a heavy heart to inform the 
Senate that I am losing one of my most 
dedicated and trusted staffers to retire-
ment—Martha Payne of Columbia, SC. 
At the same time, I am happy for Mar-
tha and her family because she is going 
to have a whale of a time in what will 
be her best years ever. 

Since 1960 when she started working 
with me in the Governor’s office, Mar-
tha has stood with me through thick 
and thin. Within months, her com-
petence and commitment made her in-
dispensable. At the end of my service 
as Governor when Senator Olin John-
ston gave me a classic lesson in poli-
tics, I returned to Charleston to prac-
tice law and Martha assumed a posi-
tion as manager of our State municipal 
association. 

Martha and I never lost contact. I re-
lied upon her to keep me advised on 
happenings in State and municipal gov-
ernment, and as a conduit to old, and 
more importantly, new friendships. In 
1965 when I decided to again seek elec-
tion to this august body, the first per-
son I asked to join my campaign was 
Martha Payne. 

Martha was the glue that held a frag-
ile and inexperienced campaign to-
gether. She brilliantly bridged the gap 
between past Hollings supporters and 
thousands of new ones who rallied to 
our undermanned but committed 
cause. The victory we achieved in 1966 
and all the victories in the 29 years 
since have, in no small measure, been 
Martha’s victories. 

Since that victorious 1966 Senate 
campaign, Martha served as my office 
organizer. She has been an office man-
ager and staff assistant in Columbia. 
Day after day, she has helped thou-
sands of people throughout South Caro-
lina. Her energy and dedication to serv-
ing our people, our State, and our 
country has made my job easier and 
our successes easier to accomplish. 

Through the many long and difficult 
days which saw some seek a safer 
haven elsewhere, Martha never 
waivered. She has always been there, 
has been supportive, and has been a 
true friend. 

Martha and her husband Rob first 
moved to Columbia from Monroe, NC, 
in 1950. They are the proud parents of 
three children—Rob Jr., a psychiatrist 
in Charleston Michael, a lawyer in 
Washington, DC; and Nancy, a teacher 
in Charleston—and grandparents of 
four. She and Rob will celebrate their 
50th anniversary next May. 

Mr. President, I often think of Mar-
tha as South Carolina’s living Rolodex. 
She is a library of knowledge and infor-
mation. Perhaps the only thing more 
impressive than the number of South 
Carolinians she knows is the informa-
tion she knows about them—their par-
ents, grandparents, and children. In 
fact, Martha Payne, more than anyone 
I can think of, understands the rela-
tionships that make South Carolina a 
big, big family. 

Mr. President, we in South Carolina 
owe Martha Payne a huge debt of grati-
tude. It is a debt that I never will be 
able to repay. But what I can do is 
offer heartfelt appreciation for a job 
well done and my sincerest thanks for 
the 35 years of love, friendship, loyalty, 
and support. I wish her and Rob well in 
their years to come. 

f 

FREDDIE MAC’S 25TH 
ANNIVERSARY 

∑ Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I rise to ac-
knowledge the 25th anniversary of the 
Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corpora-
tion [Freddie Mac] and recognize 
Freddie Mac for its outstanding con-
tribution in making financial credit 
available for home ownership. 

In 1970, Congress created Freddie Mac 
to help ensure the nationwide avail-
ability of low-cost mortgage funds to 
home buyers everywhere. Freddie Mac 
has risen to this challenge by dedi-
cating its resources and ingenuity to 
making the American dream of home 
ownership a reality. Since 1970, Freddie 
Mac has purchased some $1.2 trillion in 
mortgage loans, including $16 billion in 
Missouri, enabling some 16 million 
American families to own their own 
home. By purchasing mortgage loans 
from lenders, packaging loans into se-
curities, and selling the securities to 
investors, Freddie Mac has been a pri-
mary participant in developing a sec-
ondary mortgage market that provides 
a continuous flow of funds to finance 
home ownership. 

I emphasize that Freddie Mac has 
made a real commitment and con-
tinuing contribution to the mortgage 
finance system. Part of this commit-
ment is Freddie Mac’s effort to encour-
age fair lending and eliminate barriers 
to home ownership. Freddie Mac also 
has made a commitment to revitalizing 
neighborhoods by emphasizing commu-
nity development mortgage lending for 
owner-occupied or rental housing 
which is affordable to low-, moderate-, 
and middle-income families. The 
shared commitment of Freddie Mac 
and its nonprofit partners have pro-
duced programs that are helping to re-
vitalize neighborhoods throughout 
America. 

The contribution of Freddie Mac to 
home ownership in America cannot be 
minimized. Congratulations to Freddie 
Mac on its 25th anniversary.∑ 

f 

RELIGIOUS FREEDOM 
RESTORATION ACT 

∑ Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, on July 
28, Senator HARRY REID and I intro-
duced the Religious Freedom Restora-
tion Act of 1993 Amendment Act of 
1995. 

In 1993, during consideration of the 
Religious Freedom Restoration Act, 
Senator REID and I introduced our 
amendment to establish a different 
legal standard for judicial review of re-
ligious freedom cases brought by prison 
inmates. This bill proposes again to es-

tablish an exception for prisoner-gen-
erated free-exercise lawsuits chal-
lenging prison regulations. 

I supported and voted for the Reli-
gious Freedom Restoration Act of 1993. 
However, I continue to be very con-
cerned about the act’s impact on in-
creasing prisoner lawsuits. 

This bill will retain the current U.S. 
Supreme Court standard for the eval-
uation of prison actions affecting reli-
gious activities. That standard focuses 
on whether or not prison officials, in 
light of security, discipline, and safety 
concerns, have acted reasonably in the 
measures they have taken which may 
impact religious activities. 

In the past, the U.S. Supreme Court 
has required courts to give great dif-
ference to decisions made by prison of-
ficials regarding how their prisons are 
administered. Without such a prison 
exception provision in the Religious 
Freedom Restoration Act, it is not 
clear such deference will continue. 
Many attorneys general, including Ne-
vada’s attorney general, Frankie Sue 
Del Papa, support this prison excep-
tion. 

Without this provision, the Religious 
Freedom Restoration Act has over-
turned judicial review standards for 
prison settings that have existed for 
approximately 45 years. The result is 
not only increased numbers of pris-
oner-generated lawsuits. Courts now 
are also able to second-guess prison ad-
ministrators’ decisionmaking by look-
ing beyond concerns for security and 
conditions of confinement in the pris-
ons. For example, the Santeria religion 
case upholding religious ritual animal 
sacrifices could create immense prob-
lems should such sacrifices be upheld 
in a prison setting. 

The Religious Freedom Restoration 
Act, as enacted, would require prison 
officials to justify any actions involv-
ing prisoners’ exercise of their reli-
gious belief by showing there was a 
compelling governmental interest for 
the action, and that any action taken 
was the least restrictive alternative in 
burdening the prisoner’s exercise of re-
ligion. 

Nevada’s attorney general, Frankie 
Sue Del Papa, recently cited her top-10 
frivolous prison lawsuits. Among the 
top 10 are two religious freedom 
claims. One inmate claimed the prison 
chaplain wrongly denied a marriage 
ceremony between the male inmate 
and his male friend. Another inmate 
claimed the prison rule prohibiting in-
mates from receiving stamps in the 
mail violated his right as an indigent 
to engage in the Universal Life Church 
practice of writing letters to others. 

As a former attorney general, I am 
well aware of the amount of prisoner- 
generated litigation that engulfs attor-
ney general offices across this Nation. 
Oftentimes amounting to purely frivo-
lous claims, these prisoner lawsuits tie 
up our already stretched State and 
Federal legal resources. 
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As a former Governor, I am also well 

aware of the difficult decisions facing 
our prison administrators day in and 
day out as they strive to maintain the 
security of their facilities, for both 
staff and inmates. 

Also as a member of the Nevada 
State Prisons Board during my tenures 
as Governor and attorney general, I ex-
perienced first hand the burdens placed 
on State governments as a result of 
Federal court actions. This burden con-
tinues to impact State governments’ 
monetarily and administratively 
through increased costs, time, and ef-
fort expended to comply with required 
legal holdings. 

The National Governors’ Association 
during its annual meeting this past 
weekend addressed the impact the Re-
ligious Freedom Restoration Act has 
had on State prison inmate claims. By 
voice vote, the NGA accepted a policy 
position resolution that provides: 

The Governors strongly support First 
Amendment rights that protect an individ-
uals freedom to worship. Governors also rec-
ognize the importance of balancing the in-
terests of prison administrators responsible 
for running safe and secure facilities with 
the legitimate claim of prisoners to exercise 
their right to worship and practice according 
to their individual religious faiths. Recently 
enacted federal legislation disrupts this deli-
cate balance and threatens the ability of 
prison officials to effectively manage state 
and local correctional institutions. 

Under current Federal law, prison regula-
tions governing religious practices are sub-
jected to strict legal scrutiny. This effec-
tively interferes with prison management on 
a day-to-day basis. For example, correc-
tional institutions can be prohibited from 
regulating certain types of garments claimed 
to be religious clothing, which may conceal 
weapons, narcotics, and other contraband. 

In addition to the concerns for safety with-
in our prison facilities, extensive litigation 
and an explosion of frivolous petitions by 
prisoners demanding accommodations for 
specific religious activities has a detri-
mental impact on the costs of operating cor-
rectional institutions. Additional guards, 
new physical structures, legal expenses, and 
other additional costs are being incurred at 
a time when states can least afford expendi-
tures of this nature. 

The Governors strongly believe that prison 
officials require necessary flexibility to 
enact regulations that allow religious wor-
ship, but that also preserve institutional 
order and safety. For these reasons, the Gov-
ernors believe Congress should enact legisla-
tion without delay that would: 

Exclude prison and jail inmates or any per-
son held or incarcerated as a pretrial de-
tainee from provisions of the Religious Free-
dom Restoration Act; and 

Eliminate any liability that may have ac-
crued to State and local governments as a 
result of the misapplication of the Religious 
Freedom Restoration Act to individuals who 
are incarcerated in a State or local correc-
tional detention, or penal facility. 

I ask my colleagues to join with the 
Governors across this country in sup-
porting this bill to ensure our prisons 
and their administrators are allowed to 
exercise their judgment to maintain 
the security and of their facilities, and 
to have that judgment given due def-
erence by our court system.∑ 

A TRIBUTE TO RED BARTLETT 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today to pay tribute to Red Bart-
lett, a resident of Newport, KY, a man 
who has dedicated 50 years of his life
to the people in his community, 
especially the children. Mr. Bartlett 
is marking his 50th year of service to 
knothole baseball in Campbell 
County. In addition to this commit-
ment, Red has carried the children of 
Campbell County through many other 
programs. 

It seems strange to refer to him as 
Mr. Bartlett. For thousands of north-
ern Kentuckians know him—friend and 
stranger alike—simply as Red. 

Red served as knothole supervisor for 
all of Campbell County beginning in 
1949. Currently supervisor of knothole 
District 22, he will work with his re-
placement right up to the end of next 
year. Although he will soon retire, his 
memory will live on in the hearts of 
the countless number of children to 
whom he was coach, role model, and 
friend. 

Red grew up in an orphanage and has 
spent his life enriching his community 
by providing a fun, safe, and accessible 
recreational outlet for children. He was 
honored by the Northern Kentucky 
Sports Hall of Fame and recently by 
the Greater Cincinnati Knothole Hall 
of Fame for his extensive commitment 
to athletic supervision. He has worked 
as the Newport city recreation director 
and as the Newport Central Catholic 
High School tennis coach. 

Red organized Youth, Inc. Boys Club. 
That organization ran the junior olym-
pics program in northern Kentucky, a 
youth basketball league, and was in-
strumental in establishing the Pee-Wee 
football league in Campbell County. 

Mr. President, a little more than 4 
years ago, Red reorganized the all-stars 
games to recognize knothole players of 
northern Kentucky. The proceeds ben-
efit the family nurturing center child 
abuse prevention programs and local 
food pantries. He organized the games 
and made sure each young star re-
ceived an engraved trophy. 

Red believed each child should have a 
chance to build character and con-
fidence on the athletic field. He pro-
vided a channel, gave positive recogni-
tion, and taught self-esteem. 

Mr. President, I would like to close 
now with a thought expressed in a re-
cent editorial by the Kentucky Post. 
The Post wrote, ‘‘No one hands out 
hero’s medals to men who serve 50 
years in knothole. Maybe they should. 
Red Bartlett just may have done more 
for youth sports and for the young peo-
ple of Campbell County over the last 
half-century than anyone.’’ 

To sum it up, Red gave children a 
chance to learn some of life’s most 
lasting lessons through athletics. His 
commitment to his community made 
Red the real star. 

RELEASE OF NEW OTA REPORT ON 
COMPUTER SECURITY 

∑ Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, in the new 
hit movie, The Net, private informa-
tion is hacked into via the Internet, 
turning a young woman’s life upside- 
down. While The Net is a work of fic-
tion, it is based on a factual premise: 
that information held in computer net-
works is susceptible to intrusion. 

Unknown crackers routinely scan 
government and private sector data-
bases for military research, confiden-
tial personal information and other 
sensitive data. This jeopardizes our Na-
tion’s security and our individual pri-
vacy. A report issued today by the Of-
fice of Technology Assessment clearly 
states the problems facing the Federal 
Government in ensuring the integrity 
and usefulness of America’s informa-
tion infrastructure. Its title is Issue 
Update on Information Security and 
Privacy in Network Environments. 

Securing public and private data-
bases from the mischievous and crimi-
nal elements of the computer commu-
nity is not a simple task. The sheer 
number of break-ins and the electronic 
nature of this crime makes prosecu-
tion, and often even detection, almost 
impossible. It is neither affordable nor 
effective to prosecute each cracker. De-
fending the data and computer systems 
from infiltration has emerged as the 
most cost-effective and smartest way 
to deal with this problem. 

The most recent issue of Defense 
News underscores the need for secure 
databases, as opposed to stronger en-
forcement. In it, Paul Strassmann, a 
distinguished visiting professor for in-
formation warfare at the National De-
fense University is quoted as saying: 
‘‘new laws are not likely to stop on- 
line criminals because the profes-
sionals are undetectable.’’ Against this 
kind of threat, prevention in the form 
of securing the data is more effective 
than prosecution. 

Fortunately, we have already laid 
the groundwork to meet the challenge 
of securing sensitive Federal data. The 
Computer Security Act of 1987 estab-
lished an approach for protecting the 
Federal Government’s unclassified but 
sensitive data, and developed guide-
lines and standards to promote Federal 
data protection. However, the Com-
puter Security Act needs to be updated 
and enforced for it to prevent thou-
sands of computer break-ins currently 
occurring annually. 

The costs of not facing these chal-
lenges are enormous. As Chairman of 
the Senate Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee, my primary goal is the restruc-
turing of the Federal Government to be 
smaller, more effective and less expen-
sive. Accomplishing this goal depends 
on automation, and will require en-
hanced protection of computer data-
bases and networked information. 
OTA’s report highlights why the Gov-
ernmental Affairs Committee must up-
date the Computer Security Act for to-
day’s networked society.∑ 
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REMOVAL OF INJUNCTION OF SE-

CRECY—EXCHANGE OF NOTES 
RELATING TO TAX CONVENTION 
WITH KAZAKHSTAN (TREATY 
DOCUMENT NO. 104–15) 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, as in 
executive session, I ask unanimous 
consent that the injunction of secrecy 
be removed from the Exchange of Notes 
Relating to the Tax Convention with 
Kazakhstan, Treaty Document No. 104– 
15, transmitted to the Senate by the 
President on August 3, 1995; that the 
treaty be considered as having been 
read the first time, referred with ac-
companying papers to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations and ordered to be 
printed; and ordered that the Presi-
dent’s message be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The message of the President is as 
follows: 
To the Senate of the United States: 

I transmit herewith an exchange of 
notes dated at Washington July 10, 
1995, for Senate advice and consent to 
ratification in connection with the 
Senate’s consideration of the Conven-
tion Between the Government of the 
United States of America and the Gov-
ernment of the Republic of Kazakhstan 
for the Avoidance of Double Taxation 
and the Prevention of Fiscal Evasion 
with Respect to Taxes on Income and 
Capital, together with a related Pro-
tocol, signed at Almaty on October 24, 
1993, and exchanges of notes (the ‘‘Tax-
ation Convention’’). Also transmitted 
for the information of the Senate is the 
report of the Department of State with 
respect to the exchange of notes. 

This exchange of notes addresses the 
interaction between the Taxation Con-
vention and other treaties that have 
tax provisions, including in particular 
the General Agreement on Trade in 
Services (‘‘GATS’’), annexed to the 
Agreement Establishing the World 
Trade Organization, done at Marrakesh 
April 15, 1994. 

I recommend that the Senate give fa-
vorable consideration to this exchange 
of notes and give its advice and consent 
to ratification in connection with the 
Taxation Convention. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, August 3, 1995. 

f 

ALASKA NATIVE CLAIMS 
SETTLEMENT ACT AMENDMENT 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of calendar No. 154, H.R. 402. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 402) to amend the Alaska Na-
tive Claims Settlement Act, and for other 
purposes, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, with an amendment to strike all 
after the enacting clause and inserting in 
lieu thereof the following: 

TITLE I—ALASKA NATIVE CLAIMS 
SETTLEMENT 

SECTION 101. RATIFICATION OF CERTAIN 
CASWELL AND MONTANA CREEK NA-
TIVE ASSOCIATIONS CONVEYANCES. 

The conveyance of approximately 11,520 acres 
to Montana Creek Native Association, Inc., and 
the conveyance of approximately 11,520 acres to 
Caswell Native Association, Inc., by Cook Inlet 
Region, Inc. in fulfillment of the agreement of 
February 3, 1976, and subsequent letter agree-
ment of March 26, 1982, among the 3 parties are 
hereby adopted and ratified as a matter of Fed-
eral law. The conveyances shall be deemed to be 
conveyances pursuant to section 14(h)(2) of the 
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 
1613(h)(2)). The group corporations for Montana 
Creek and Caswell are hereby declared to have 
received their full entitlement and shall not be 
entitled to receive any additional lands under 
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. The 
ratification of these conveyances shall not have 
any effect on section 14(h) of the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1613(h)) or 
upon the duties and obligations of the United 
States to any Alaska Native Corporation. This 
ratification shall not be for any claim to land or 
money by the Caswell or Montana Creek group 
corporations or any other Alaska Native Cor-
poration against the State of Alaska, the United 
States, or Cook Inlet Region, Incorporated. 

SEC. 102. MINING CLAIMS ON LANDS CONVEYED 
TO ALASKA REGIONAL CORPORA-
TIONS. 

Section 22(c) of the Alaska Native Claims Set-
tlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1621(c)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(3) This section shall apply to lands con-
veyed by interim conveyance or patent to a re-
gional corporation pursuant to this Act which 
are made subject to a mining claim or claims lo-
cated under the general mining laws, including 
lands conveyed prior to enactment of this para-
graph. Effective upon the date of enactment of 
this paragraph, the Secretary, acting through 
the Bureau of Land Management and in a man-
ner consistent with section 14(g), shall transfer 
to the regional corporation administration of all 
mining claims determined to be entirely within 
lands conveyed to that corporation. Any person 
holding such mining claim or claims shall meet 
such requirements of the general mining laws 
and section 314 of the Federal Land Manage-
ment and Policy Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1744), ex-
cept that any filings that would have been made 
with the Bureau of Land Management if the 
lands were within Federal ownership shall be 
timely made with the appropriate regional cor-
poration. The validity of any such mining claim 
or claims may be contested by the regional cor-
poration, in place of the United States. All con-
test proceedings and appeals by the mining 
claimants of adverse decision made by the re-
gional corporation shall be brought in Federal 
District Court for the District of Alaska. Neither 
the United States nor any Federal agency or of-
ficial shall be named or joined as a party in 
such proceedings or appeals. All revenues from 
such mining claims received after passage of this 
paragraph shall be remitted to the regional cor-
poration subject to distribution pursuant to sec-
tion 7(i) of this Act, except that in the event 
that the mining claim or claims are not totally 
within the lands conveyed to the regional cor-
poration, the regional corporation shall be enti-
tled only to that proportion of revenues, other 
than administrative fees, reasonably allocated 
to the portion of the mining claim so con-
veyed.’’. 

SEC. 103. SETTLEMENT OF CLAIMS ARISING FROM 
HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE CONTAMI-
NATION OF TRANSFERRED LANDS. 

The Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (43 
U.S.C. 1601 et seq.) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘‘CLAIMS ARISING FROM CONTAMINATION OF 
TRANSFERRED LANDS 

‘‘SEC. 40. (a) As used in this section the term 
‘contaminant’ means hazardous substance 
harmful to public health or the environment, in-
cluding friable asbestos. 

‘‘(b) Within 18 months of enactment of this 
section, and after consultation with the Sec-
retary of Agriculture, State of Alaska, and ap-
propriate Alaska Native corporations and orga-
nizations, the Secretary shall submit to the 
Committee on Resources of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources of the Senate, a report ad-
dressing issues presented by the presence of con-
taminants on lands conveyed or prioritized for 
conveyance to such corporations pursuant to 
this Act. Such report shall consist of— 

‘‘(1) existing information concerning the na-
ture and types of contaminants present on such 
lands prior to conveyance to Alaska Native cor-
porations; 

‘‘(2) existing information identifying to the ex-
tent practicable the existence and availability of 
potentially responsible parties for the removal or 
remediation of the effects of such contaminants; 

‘‘(3) identification of existing remedies; 
‘‘(4) recommendations for any additional leg-

islation that the Secretary concludes is nec-
essary to remedy the problem of contaminants 
on the lands; and 

‘‘(5) in addition to the identification of con-
taminants, identification of structures known to 
have asbestos present and recommendations to 
inform Native landowners on the containment of 
asbestos.’’. 
SEC. 104. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

FOR THE PURPOSES OF IMPLE-
MENTING REQUIRED RECONVEY-
ANCES. 

Section 14(c) of the Alaska Native Claims Set-
tlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1613(c)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘There is authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary for the purpose of 
providing technical assistance to Village Cor-
porations established pursuant to this Act in 
order that they may fulfill the reconveyance re-
quirements of section 14(c) of this Act. The Sec-
retary may make funds available as grants to 
ANCSA or nonprofit corporations that maintain 
in-house land planning and management capa-
bilities.’’. 
SEC. 105. NATIVE ALLOTMENTS. 

Section 1431(o) of the Alaska National Interest 
Lands Conservation Act (94 Stat. 2542) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(5) Following the exercise by Arctic Slope Re-
gional Corporation of its option under para-
graph (1) to acquire the subsurface estate be-
neath lands within the National Petroleum Re-
serve—Alaska selected by Kuukpik Corporation, 
where such subsurface estate entirely surrounds 
lands subject to a Native allotment application 
approved under 905 of this Act, and the oil and 
gas in such lands have been reserved to the 
United States, Arctic Slope Regional Corpora-
tion, at its further option and subject to the 
concurrence of Kuukpik Corporation, shall be 
entitled to receive a conveyance of the reserved 
oil and gas, including all rights and privileges 
therein reserved to the United States, in such 
lands. Upon the receipt of a conveyance of such 
oil and gas interests, the entitlement of Arctic 
Slope Regional Corporation to in-lieu subsurface 
lands under section 12(a)(1) of the Alaska Na-
tive Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1611(a)(1)) 
shall be reduced by the amount of acreage deter-
mined by the Secretary to be conveyed to Arctic 
Slope Regional Corporation pursuant to this 
paragraph.’’. 
SEC. 106. REPORT CONCERNING OPEN SEASON 

FOR CERTAIN NATIVE ALASKA VET-
ERANS FOR ALLOTMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—No later than 9 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of the Interior, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Agriculture, the State of Alaska and 
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appropriate Native corporations and organiza-
tions, shall submit to the Committee on Re-
sources of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources of 
the Senate a report which shall include, but not 
be limited to, the following: 

(1) The number of Vietnam era veterans, as 
defined in section 101 of title 38, United States 
Code, who were eligible for but did not apply for 
an allotment of not to exceed 160 acres under 
the Act of May 17, 1906 (chapter 2469, 34 Stat. 
197), as the Act was in effect before December 
18, 1971. 

(2) An assessment of the potential impacts of 
additional allotments on conservation system 
units as that term is defined in section 102(4) of 
the Alaska National Interest Lands Conserva-
tion Act (94 Stat. 2375). 

(3) Recommendations for any additional legis-
lation that the Secretary concludes is necessary. 

(b) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs shall release to the Secretary of the Inte-
rior information relevant to the report required 
under subsection (a). 
SEC. 107. TRANSFER OF WRANGELL INSTITUTE. 

(a) PROPERTY TRANSFER.—In order to effect a 
recision of the ANCSA settlement conveyance to 
Cook Inlet Region, Incorporated of the approxi-
mately 134.49 acres and structures located there-
on (‘‘property’’) known as the Wrangell Insti-
tute in Wrangell, Alaska, upon certification to 
the Secretary by Cook Inlet Region, Incor-
porated, that the Wrangell Institute property 
has been offered for transfer to the City of 
Wrangell, property bidding credits in an amount 
of $475,000, together with adjustments from Jan-
uary 1, 1976 made pursuant to the methodology 
used to establish the Remaining Obligation En-
titlement in the Memorandum of Understanding 
Between the United States Department of the 
Interior and Cook Inlet Region, Incorporated 
dated April 11, 1986, shall be restored to the 
Cook Inlet Region, Incorporated, property ac-
count in the Treasury established under section 
12(b) of the Act of January 2, 1976 (Public Law 
94–204, 43 U.S.C. 1611 note), as amended, re-
ferred to in such section as the ‘‘Cook Inlet Re-
gion, Incorporated, property account’’. Accept-
ance by the City of Wrangell, Alaska of the 
property shall constitute a waiver by the City of 
Wrangell of any claims for the costs of remedi-
ation related to asbestos, whether in the nature 
of participation or reimbursement, against the 
United States or Cook Inlet Region, Incor-
porated. The acceptance of the property bidding 
credits by Cook Inlet Region, Incorporated, 
Alaska of the property shall constitute a waiver 
by Cook Inlet Region, Incorporated of any 
claims for the costs of remediation related to as-
bestos, whether in the nature of participation or 
reimbursement, against the United States. In no 
event shall the United States be required to take 
title to the property. Such restored property bid-
ding credits may be used in the same manner as 
any other portion of the account. 

(b) HOLD HARMLESS.—Upon acceptance of the 
property bidding credits by Cook Inlet Region, 
Inc., the United States shall defend and hold 
harmless Cook Inlet Region, Incorporated, and 
its subsidiaries in any and all claims arising 
from asbestos or any contamination existing at 
the Wrangell Institute property at the time of 
transfer of ownership of the property from the 
United States to Cook Inlet Region, Incor-
porated. 
SEC. 108. SHISHMAREF AIRPORT AMENDMENT. 

The Shishmaref Airport, conveyed to the State 
of Alaska on January 5, 1967, in Patent No. 
1240529, is subject to reversion to the United 
States, pursuant to the terms of that patent for 
nonuse as an airport. The Administrator of the 
Federal Aviation Administration is hereby di-
rected to exercise said reverter in Patent No. 
1240529 in favor of the United States within 
twelve months of the date of enactment of this 
section. Upon revesting of title, notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the United States 

shall immediately thereafter transfer all right, 
title, and interest of the United States in the 
subject lands to the Shishmaref Native Corpora-
tion. Nothing in this section shall relieve the 
State, the United States, or any other poten-
tially responsible party of liability, if any, 
under existing law for the cleanup of hazardous 
or solid wastes on the property, nor shall the 
United States or Shishmaref Native Corporation 
become liable for the cleanup of the property 
solely by virtue of acquiring title from the State 
of Alaska or from the United States. 
SEC. 109. CONFIRMATION OF WOODY ISLAND AS 

ELIGIBLE NATIVE VILLAGE. 
The Native village of Woody Island, located 

on Woody Island, Alaska, in the Koniag Region, 
is hereby confirmed as an eligible Alaska Native 
Village, pursuant to Section 11(b)(3) of the Alas-
ka Native Claims Settlement Act (‘‘ANCSA’’). It 
is further confirmed that Leisnoi, Inc., is the 
Village Corporation, as that term is defined in 
Section 3(j) of ANCSA, for the village of Woody 
Island. 

TITLE II—HAWAIIAN HOME LANDS 
SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE 

This title may cited as the ‘‘Hawaiian Home 
Lands Recovery Act’’. 
SEC. 202. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this title: 
(1) AGENCY.—The term ‘‘agency’’ includes— 
(A) any instrumentality of the United States; 
(B) any element of an agency; and 
(C) any wholly owned or mixed-owned cor-

poration of the United States Government. 
(2) BENEFICIARY.—The term ‘‘beneficiary’’ has 

the same meaning as is given the term ‘‘native 
Hawaiian’’ under section 201(7) of the Hawaiian 
Homes Commission Act. 

(3) CHAIRMAN.—The term ‘‘Chairman’’ means 
the Chairman of the Hawaiian Homes Commis-
sion of the State of Hawaii. 

(4) COMMISSION.—The term ‘‘Commission’’ 
means the Hawaiian Homes Commission estab-
lished by section 202 of the Hawaiian Homes 
Commission Act. 

(5) HAWAIIAN HOMES COMMISSION ACT.—The 
term ‘‘Hawaiian Homes Commission Act’’ means 
the Hawaiian Homes Commission Act, 1920 (42 
Stat. 108 et. seq., chapter 42). 

(6) HAWAII STATE ADMISSION ACT.—The term 
‘‘Hawaii State Admission Act’’ means the Act 
entitled ‘‘An Act to provide for the admission of 
the State of Hawaii into the Union’’, approved 
March 18, 1959 (73 Stat. 4, chapter 339; 48 U.S.C. 
note prec. 491). 

(7) LOST USE.—The term ‘‘lost use’’ means the 
value of the use of the land during the period 
when beneficiaries or the Hawaiian Homes Com-
mission have been unable to use lands as au-
thorized by the Hawaiian Homes Commission 
Act because of the use of such lands by the Fed-
eral Government after August 21, 1959. 

(8) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ means 
the Secretary of the Interior. 
SEC. 203. SETTLEMENT OF FEDERAL CLAIMS. 

(a) DETERMINATION.— 
(1) The Secretary shall determine the value of 

the following: 
(A) Lands under the control of the Federal 

Government that— 
(i) were initially designated as available lands 

under section 203 of the Hawaiian Homes Com-
mission Act (as in effect on the date of enact-
ment of such Act); and 

(ii) were nevertheless transferred to or other-
wise acquired by the Federal Government. 

(B) The lost use of lands described in subpara-
graph (A). 

(2)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), the determinations of value made under 
this subsection shall be made not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this Act. In 
carrying out this subsection, the Secretary shall 
use a method of determining value that— 

(i) is acceptable to the Chairman; and 
(ii) is in the best interest of the beneficiaries. 

(B) The Secretary and the Chairman may mu-
tually agree to extend the deadline for making 
determinations under this subparagraph beyond 
the date specified in subparagraph (A). 

(3) The Secretary and the Chairman may mu-
tually agree, with respect to the determinations 
of value described in subparagraphs (A) and (B) 
of paragraph (1), to provide— 

(A) for making any portion of the determina-
tions of value pursuant to subparagraphs (A) 
and (B) of paragraph (1); and 

(B) for making the remainder of the deter-
minations with respect to which the Secretary 
and the Chairman do not exercise the option de-
scribed in subparagraph (A), pursuant to an ap-
praisal conducted under paragraph (4). 

(4)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(C), if the Secretary and the Chairman do not 
agree on the determinations of value made by 
the Secretary under subparagraphs (A) and (B) 
of paragraph (1), or, pursuant to paragraph (3), 
mutually agree to determine the value of certain 
lands pursuant to this subparagraph, such val-
ues shall be determined by an appraisal. An ap-
praisal conducted under this subparagraph 
shall be conducted in accordance with appraisal 
standards that are mutually agreeable to the 
Secretary and the Chairman. 

(B) If an appraisal is conducted pursuant to 
this subparagraph, during the appraisal proc-
ess— 

(i) the Chairman shall have the opportunity 
to present evidence of value to the Secretary; 

(ii) the Secretary shall provide the Chairman 
a preliminary copy of the appraisal; 

(iii) the Chairman shall have a reasonable 
and sufficient opportunity to comment on the 
preliminary copy of the appraisal; and 

(iv) the Secretary shall give consideration to 
the comments and evidence of value submitted 
by the Chairman under this subparagraph. 

(C) The Chairman shall have the right to dis-
pute the determinations of values made by an 
appraisal conducted under this subparagraph. 
If the Chairman disputes the appraisal, the Sec-
retary and the Chairman may mutually agree to 
employ a process of bargaining, mediation, or 
other means of dispute resolution to make the 
determinations of values described in subpara-
graphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (1). 

(b) AUTHORIZATION.— 
(1) EXCHANGE.—Subject to paragraphs (2) and 

(5), the Secretary may convey Federal lands de-
scribed in paragraph (5) to the Department of 
Hawaiian Home Lands in exchange for the con-
tinued retention by the Federal Government of 
lands described in subsection (a)(1)(A). 

(2) VALUE OF LANDS.—(A) The value of any 
lands conveyed to the Department of Hawaiian 
Home Lands by the Federal Government in ac-
cordance with an exchange made under para-
graph (1) may not be less than the value of the 
lands retained by the Federal Government pur-
suant to such exchange. 

(B) For the purposes of this subsection, the 
value of any lands exchanged pursuant to para-
graph (1) shall be determined as of the date the 
exchange is carried out, or any other date deter-
mined by the Secretary, with the concurrence of 
the Chairman. 

(3) LOST USE.—Subject to paragraphs (4) and 
(5), the Secretary may convey Federal lands de-
scribed in paragraph (5) to the Department of 
Hawaiian Home Lands as compensation for the 
lost use of lands determined under subsection 
(a)(1)(B). 

(4) VALUE OF LOST USE.—(A) the value of any 
lands conveyed to the Department of Hawaiian 
Home Lands by the Federal Government as com-
pensation under paragraph (3) may not be less 
than the value of the lost use of lands deter-
mined under subsection (a)(1)(B). 

(B) For the purposes of this subparagraph, 
the value of any lands conveyed pursuant to 
paragraph (3) shall be determined as of the date 
that the conveyance occurs, or any other date 
determined by the Secretary, with the concur-
rence of the Chairman. 
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(5) FEDERAL LANDS FOR EXCHANGE.—(A) Sub-

ject to subparagraphs (B) and (C), Federal 
lands located in Hawaii that are under the con-
trol of an agency (other than lands within the 
National Park System or the National Wildlife 
Refuge System) may be conveyed to the Depart-
ment of Hawaiian Home Lands under para-
graphs (1) and (3). To assist the Secretary in 
carrying out this Act, the head of an agency 
may transfer to the Department of the Interior, 
without reimbursement, jurisdiction and control 
over any lands and any structures that the Sec-
retary determines to be suitable for conveyance 
to the Department of Hawaiian Home Lands 
pursuant to an exchange conducted under this 
section. 

(B) No Federal lands that the Federal Govern-
ment is required to convey to the State of Ha-
waii under section 5 of the Hawaii State Admis-
sion Act may be conveyed under paragraph (1) 
or (3). 

(C) No Federal lands that generate income (or 
would be expected to generate income) for the 
Federal Government may be conveyed pursuant 
to an exchange made under this paragraph to 
the Department of Hawaiian Home Lands. 

(c) AVAILABLE LANDS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraphs (2) 

and (3), the Secretary shall require that lands 
conveyed to the Department of Hawaiian Home 
Lands under this Act shall have the status of 
available lands under the Hawaiian Home Com-
mission Act. 

(2) SUBSEQUENT EXCHANGE OF LANDS.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of law, lands 
conveyed to the Department of Hawaiian Home 
Lands under this paragraph may subsequently 
be exchanged pursuant to section 204(3) of the 
Hawaiian Home Commission Act. 

(3) SALE OF CERTAIN LANDS.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the Chairman may, 
at the time that lands are conveyed to the De-
partment of Hawaiian Home Lands as com-
pensation for lost use under this Act, designate 
lands to be sold. The Chairman is authorized to 
sell such land under terms and conditions that 
are in the best interest of the beneficiaries. The 
proceeds of such a sale may only be used for the 
purposes described in section 207(a) of the Ha-
waiian Homes Commission Act. 

(d) CONSULTATION.—In carrying out their re-
spective responsibilities under this section, the 
Secretary and the Chairman shall— 

(1) consult with the beneficiaries and organi-
zations representing the beneficiaries; and 

(2) report to such organizations on a regular 
basis concerning the progress made to meet the 
requirements of this section. 

(e) HOLD HARMLESS.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the United States shall 
defend and hold harmless the Department of 
Hawaiian Home Lands, the employees of the De-
partment, and the beneficiaries with respect to 
any claim arising from the ownership of any 
land or structure that is conveyed to the De-
partment pursuant to an exchange made under 
this section prior to the conveyance to the De-
partment of such land or structure. 

(f) SCREENING.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other 

provision of law, the Secretary of Defense and 
the Administrator of General Services shall, at 
the same time as notice is provided to Federal 
agencies that excess real property is being 
screened pursuant to applicable Federal laws 
(including regulations) for possible transfer to 
such agencies, notify the Chairman of any such 
screening of real property that is located within 
the State of Hawaii. 

(2) RESPONSE TO NOTIFICATION.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, not later 
than 90 days after receiving a notice under 
paragraph (1), the Chairman may select for ap-
praisal real property, or at the election of the 
Chairman, portions of real property, that is the 
subject of a screening. 

(3) SELECTION.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, with respect to any real prop-

erty located in the State of Hawaii that, as of 
the date of enactment of this Act, is being 
screened pursuant to applicable Federal laws 
for possible transfer (as described in paragraph 
(1)) or has been screened for such purpose, but 
has not been transferred or declared to be sur-
plus real property, the Chairman may select all, 
or any portion of, such real property to be ap-
praised pursuant to paragraph (4). 

(4) APPRAISAL.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Secretary of Defense or the 
Administrator of General Services shall appriase 
the real property or portions of real property se-
lected by the Chairman using the Uniform 
Standards for Federal Land Acquisition devel-
oped by the Interagency Land Acquisition Con-
ference, or such other standard as the Chairman 
agrees to. 

(5) REQUEST FOR CONVEYANCE.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, not later 
than 30 days after the date of completion of 
such appraisal, the Chairman may request the 
conveyance to the Department of Hawaiian 
Home Lands of— 

(A) the appraised property; or 
(B) a portion of the appraised property, to the 

Department of Hawaiian Home Lands. 
(6) CONVEYANCE.—Notwithstanding any other 

provision of law, upon receipt of a request from 
the Chairman, the Secretary of Defense or the 
Administrator of the General Services Adminis-
tration shall convey, without reimbursement, 
the real property that is the subject of the re-
quest to the Department of Hawaiian Home 
Lands as compensation for lands identified 
under subsection (a)(1)(A) or lost use identified 
under subsection (a)(1)(B). 

(7) REAL PROPERTY NOT SUBJECT TO 
RECOUPMENT.—Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, any real property conveyed pur-
suant to paragraph (6) shall not be subject to 
recoupment based upon the sale or lease of the 
land by the Chairman. 

(8) VALUATION.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Secretary shall reduce the 
value identified under subparagraph (A) or (B) 
of subsection (a)(1), as determined pursuant to 
such subsection, by an amount equal to the ap-
praised value of any excess lands conveyed pur-
suant to paragraph (6). 

(9) LIMITATION.—No Federal lands that gen-
erate income (or would be expected to generate 
income) for the Federal Government may be con-
veyed pursuant to this subsection to the Depart-
ment of Hawaiian Home Lands. 
SEC. 204. PROCEDURE FOR APPROVAL OF AMEND-

MENTS TO HAWAIIAN HOMES COM-
MISSION ACT. 

(a) NOTICE TO THE SECRETARY.—Not later 
than 120 days after a proposed amendment to 
the Hawaiian Homes Commission Act is ap-
proved in the manner provided in section 4 of 
the Hawaii State Admission Act, the Chairman 
shall submit to the Secretary— 

(1) a copy of the proposed amendment; 
(2) the nature of the change proposed to be 

made by the amendment; and 
(3) an opinion regarding whether the proposed 

amendment requires the approval of Congress 
under section 4 of the Hawaii State Admission 
Act. 

(b) DETERMINATION BY SECRETARY.—Not later 
than 60 days after receiving the materials re-
quired to be submitted by the Chairman pursu-
ant to subsection (a), the Secretary shall deter-
mine whether the proposed amendment requires 
the approval of Congress under section 4 of the 
Hawaii State Admission Act, and shall notify 
the Chairman and Congress of the determina-
tion of the Secretary. 

(c) CONGRESSIONAL APPROVAL REQUIRED.—If, 
pursuant to subsection (b), the Secretary deter-
mines that the proposed amendment requires the 
approval of Congress, the Secretary shall submit 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources of the Senate and the Committee on Re-
sources of the House of Representatives— 

(1) a draft joint resolution approving the 
amendment; 

(2) a description of the change made by the 
proposed amendment and an explanation of 
how the amendment advances the interests of 
the beneficiaries; 

(3) a comparison of the existing law (as of the 
date of submission of the proposed amendment) 
that is the subject of the amendment with the 
proposed amendment; 

(4) a recommendation concerning the advis-
ability of approving the proposed amendment; 
and 

(5) any documentation concerning the amend-
ments received from the Chairman. 
SEC. 205. LAND EXCHANGES. 

(a) NOTICE TO THE SECRETARY.—If the Chair-
man recommends for approval an exchange of 
Hawaiian Home Lands, the Chairman shall sub-
mit a report to the Secretary on the proposed ex-
change. The report shall contain— 

(1) a description of the acreage and fair mar-
ket value of the lands involved in the exchange; 

(2) surveys and appraisals prepared by the 
Department of Hawaiian Home Lands, if any; 
and 

(3) an identification of the benefits to the par-
ties of the proposed exchange. 

(b) APPROVAL OR DISAPPROVAL.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 120 days after 

receiving the information required to be sub-
mitted by the Chairman pursuant to subsection 
(a), the Secretary shall approve or disapprove 
the proposed exchange. 

(2) NOTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall notify 
the Chairman, the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources of the Senate, and the Com-
mittee on Resources of the House of Representa-
tives of the reasons for the approval or dis-
approval of the proposed exchange. 

(c) EXCHANGES INITIATED BY SECRETARY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may rec-

ommend to the Chairman an exchange of Ha-
waiian Home Lands for Federal lands described 
in section 203(b)(5), other than lands described 
in subparagraphs (B) and (C) of such section. If 
the Secretary initiates a recommendation for 
such an exchange, the Secretary shall submit a 
report to the Chairman on the proposed ex-
change that meets the requirements of a report 
described in subsection (a). 

(2) APPROVAL BY CHAIRMAN.—Not later than 
120 days after receiving a recommendation for 
an exchange from the Secretary under para-
graph (1), the Chairman shall provide written 
notification to the Secretary of the approval or 
disapproval of a proposed exchange. If the 
Chairman approves the proposed exchange, 
upon receipt of the written notification, the Sec-
retary shall notify the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources of the Senate, and the Com-
mittee on Resources of the House of Representa-
tives of the approval of the Chairman of the 
proposed exchange. 

(3) EXCHANGE.—Upon providing notification 
pursuant to paragraph (2) of a proposed ex-
change that has been approved by the Chair-
man pursuant to this section, the Secretary may 
carry out the exchange. 

(d) SELECTION AND EXCHANGE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other 

provision of law, the Secretary may— 
(A) select real property that is the subject of 

screening activities conducted by the Secretary 
of Defense or the Administrator of General Serv-
ices pursuant to applicable Federal laws (in-
cluding regulations) for possible transfer to Fed-
eral agencies; and 

(B) make recommendations to the Chairman 
concerning making an exchange under sub-
section (c) that includes such real property. 

(2) TRANSFER.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, if the Chairman approves an 
exchange proposed by the Secretary under para-
graph (1)— 

(A) the Secretary of Defense or the Adminis-
trator of General Services shall transfer the real 
property described in paragraph (1)(A) that is 
the subject of the exchange to the Secretary 
without reimbursement; and 
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(B) the Secretary shall carry out the ex-

change. 
(3) LIMITATION.—No Federal lands that gen-

erate income (or would be expected to generate 
income) for the Federal Government may be con-
veyed pursuant to this subsection to the Depart-
ment of Hawaiian Home Lands. 

(e) SURVEYS AND APPRAISALS.— 
(1) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary shall con-

duct a survey of all Hawaiian Home Lands 
based on the report entitled ‘‘Survey Needs for 
the Hawaiian Home Lands’’, issued by the Bu-
reau of Land Management of the Department of 
the Interior, and dated July 1991. 

(2) OTHER SURVEYS.—The Secretary is author-
ized to conduct such other surveys and apprais-
als as may be necessary to make an informed de-
cision regarding approval or disapproval of a 
proposed exchange. 
SEC. 206. ADMINISTRATION OF ACTS BY UNITED 

STATES. 
(a) DESIGNATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 120 days after 

the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall designate an individual from within the 
Department of the Interior to administer the re-
sponsibilities of the United States under this 
title and the Hawaiian Homes Commission Act. 

(2) DEFAULT.—If the Secretary fails to make 
an appointment by the date specified in para-
graph (1), or if the position is vacant at any 
time thereafter, the Assistant Secretary for Pol-
icy, Budget, and Administration of the Depart-
ment of the Interior shall exercise the respon-
sibilities for the Department in accordance with 
subsection (b). 

(b) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The individual des-
ignated pursuant to subsection (a) shall, in ad-
ministering the laws referred to in such sub-
section— 

(1) advance the interests of the beneficiaries; 
and 

(2) assist the beneficiaries and the Department 
of Hawaiian Home Lands in obtaining assist-
ance from programs of the Department of the 
Interior and other Federal agencies that will 
promote homesteading opportunities, economic 
self-sufficiency, and social well-being of the 
beneficiaries. 
SEC. 207. ADJUSTMENT. 

The Act of July 1, 1932 (47 Stat. 564, chapter 
369; 25 U.S.C. 386a) is amended by striking the 
period at the end and adding the following: ‘‘: 
Provided further, That the Secretary shall ad-
just or eliminate charges, defer collection of con-
struction costs, and make no assessment on be-
half of such charges for beneficiaries that hold 
leases on Hawaiian home lands, to the same ex-
tent as is permitted for individual Indians or 
tribes of Indians under this section.’’. 
SEC. 208. REPORT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Chairman shall report to the Secretary con-
cerning any claims that— 

(1) involve the transfer of lands designated as 
available lands under section 203 of the Hawai-
ian Homes Commission Act (as in effect on the 
date of enactment of such Act); and 

(2) are not otherwise covered under this title. 
(b) REVIEW.—Not later than 180 days after re-

ceiving the report submitted under subsection 
(a), the Secretary shall make a determination 
with respect to each claim referred to in sub-
section (a), whether, on the basis of legal and 
equitable considerations, compensation should 
be granted to the Department of Hawaiian 
Home Lands. 

(c) COMPENSATION.—If the Secretary makes a 
determination under subsection (b) that com-
pensation should be granted to the Department 
of Hawaiian Home Lands, the Secretary shall 
determine the value of the lands and lost use in 
accordance with the process established under 
section 203(a), and increase the determination of 
value made under subparagraphs (A) and (B) of 
section 203(a)(1) by the value determined under 
this subsection. 

SEC. 209. AUTHORIZATION. 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 

sums as may be necessary for compensation to 
the Department of Hawaiian Home Lands for 
the value of the lost use of lands determined 
under section 203. Compensation received by the 
Department of Hawaiian Home Lands from 
funds made available pursuant to this section 
may only be used for the purposes described in 
section 207(a) of the Hawaiian Homes Commis-
sion Act. To the extent that amounts are made 
available by appropriations pursuant to this 
section for compensation paid to the Department 
of Hawaiian Home Lands for lost use, the Sec-
retary shall reduce the determination of value 
established under section 203(a)(1)(B) by such 
amount. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2110 
(Purpose: To amend section 7(i) of the Alas-

ka Native Claims Settlement Act to ex-
clude net operating losses from the defini-
tion of ‘‘revenues’’) 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator STEVENS and Senator AKAKA. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], 
for Mr. STEVENS, for himself and Mr. AKAKA, 
proposes an amendment numbered 2110. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of Title I of H.R. 402, add the 

following new section 110: 
SEC. 110. DEFINITION OF REVENUES. 

(a) Section 7(i) of the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act, Public Law 92–203 (43 
U.S.C. 1606 (i)), is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(i)’’; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
‘‘(2) For purposes of this subsection, the 

term ‘‘revenues’’ does not include any ben-
efit received or realized for the use of losses 
incurred or credits earned by a Regional Cor-
poration.’’. 

(b) This amendment shall be effective as of 
the date of enactment of the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act, Public Law 92–203 (43 
U.S.C. 1601, et seq.). 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the 
amendment that my colleague from 
Hawaii, Senator AKAKA, and I are offer-
ing today makes clear that net oper-
ating losses under the 1984 and 1986 Tax 
Reform Acts are not subject to sharing 
under section 7(i) of the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act. 

Section 60(b)(5) of the Tax Reform 
Act of 1984, as amended by section 
1804(e)(4) of the Tax Reform Act of 1986, 
allowed Alaska Natives—both regional 
and village corporations—to sell losses 
generated by the Federal Government’s 
failure to transfer lands to Native peo-
ple promised to them 15 years earlier. 
Other multi-billion dollar corporations 
had been permitted to sell their tax 
losses prior to 1984, and my amendment 
to the 1984 tax bill simply extended the 
program to Alaska Native corporations 
who had not been able to participate. 

Section 7(i) of ANCSA requires the 12 
Alaska Native regional corporations to 
distribute 70 percent of the natural re-
source revenues derived from their 
lands, after deducting expenses, to the 
other 11 regions. The provision was de-
signed as a mechanism to share the 
revenues of regional Native corpora-
tions in Alaska naturally blessed with 
timber, minerals, and oil and gas— 
after the deduction of expenses—with 
regions which lacked such resources. 

Although revenues after expenses 
from disposition of natural resources 
must be redistributed, the tax con-
sequences of these natural resource 
transactions, such as credits or deduc-
tions for depletion and losses, remain 
with the producing region. For more 
than 20 years, this has been the posi-
tion of the Internal Revenue Service on 
which the Native corporations have re-
lied. 

When I offered amendments in 1984 
and in 1986 to extend the NOL provision 
to Alaska Native corporations, it was 
not my intention, nor the intention of 
Congress, that the revenue generated 
by the sale of NOL’s be subject to shar-
ing under section 7(i). On average, for 
every $100 in net operating losses, Na-
tive corporations received only $30 in 
NOL recovery and in no case more than 
$34. A recovery of $30 by a corporation 
because it has sold the right to offset 
its losses against income is not subject 
to sharing. Revenue recovered from the 
sale of natural resources NOL’s is not 
revenue from natural resource produc-
tion. 

Congressional intent has been well- 
understood by most Alaska Native cor-
porations. The provisions in the 1984 
and 1986 Tax Reform Acts enabled elev-
en of the twelve regional corporations 
subject to ANCSA section 7(i) sharing 
requirements to partially recoup their 
losses from natural resource develop-
ment and kept several Native corpora-
tions out of bankruptcy. It also bene-
fited virtually every Native Alaskan. 
Without exception, the NOL proceeds 
have been retained by the receiving 
corporation, as was intended. In fact 10 
of the regions signed an agreement to 
clarify their understanding that NOL 
proceeds were not subject to sharing 
under section 7(i). My amendment sim-
ply confirms and codifies that under-
standing. The phrase ‘‘losses incurred 
or credits earned’’ in the amendment 
precisely parallels the language in sec-
tion 1804 of the Tax Reform Act of 1986 
and is intended to have the same mean-
ing. 

Several of these corporations have al-
ready distributed NOL proceeds to 
their shareholders in reliance on the 
provisions of the tax reform legisla-
tion. To change the rules now would be 
unfair to both the corporations and the 
shareholders who received dividends. 

A lawsuit was filed on the issue, but 
it was dismissed for lack of standing. 
However, to avoid future costly litiga-
tion, congressional action is required. 
My amendment simply clarifies that 
net operating losses are not revenues 
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required to be redistributed under sec-
tion 7(i) of ANCSA. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, the bill 
before us today contains amendments 
to the Alaska Native Claims Settle-
ment Act. However, I want to address 
my remarks to title II of the bill which 
contains the text of the Hawaiian 
Home Lands Recovery Act. 

As a member of the Senate Energy 
and Natural Resources Committee, and 
as the author of the Hawaiian Home 
Lands Recovery Act during the 103d 
and 104th Congresses, I would like to 
speak for a few moments about the 
process and mechanisms that this leg-
islation would institute. My purpose in 
doing so is to establish legislative his-
tory which will better enable Federal 
agencies to implement the legislation. 

First, let me offer some historical 
background. More than 70 years ago, 
Prince Jonah Kuhio Kalanianaole 
issued an urgent plea to the Federal 
Government expressing concern about 
the plight of native Hawaiians. During 
the late 19th century and the early part 
of this century, the number of native 
Hawaiians declined dramatically and 
there was a significant disintegration 
of Hawaiian culture and society. 

The Secretary of the Interior, Frank-
lin Lane, responded to Prince Kuhio by 
recommending that the Federal Gov-
ernment establish a homesteading pro-
gram for native Hawaiians. In his testi-
mony before Congress on the Hawaiian 
homes legislation, Secretary Lane stat-
ed that the United States has a ‘‘moral 
obligation to care’’ for the native Ha-
waiian people. Secretary Lane went on 
to say that ‘‘the natives on the islands 
who are our wards, I should say, and 
for whom in a sense we are trustees, 
are falling off rapidly in numbers and 
many of them are in poverty.’’ 

In response to this appeal, legislation 
was drafted to help rejuvenate the Ha-
waiian people by establishing a home 
lands to promote housing and agricul-
tural opportunities. The resulting leg-
islation, known as the Hawaiian Homes 
Commission Act of 1920, set aside 
203,000 acres for this purpose. Home-
steading opportunities would allow na-
tive Hawaiians to, once again, enjoy 
their traditional lifestyle. 

Regrettably, the enlightened pro-
gram that Secretary Lane envisioned 
fell far short of expectations. One of 
the more significant provisions of the 
Hawaiian Homes Commission Act set 
aside land for native Hawaiians in per-
petuity. The act permitted the transfer 
of home lands only in exchange for 
lands of equal value. Unfortunately, 
the prohibition against alienation of 
land was overlooked or ignored by the 
Federal Government. During Hawaii’s 
territorial period, the Federal Govern-
ment acquired Hawaiian home land in 
violation of the statutory prohibition 
against alienation. The Federal Gov-
ernment still retains 1,400 acres of 
these lands. 

During hearings conducted by the 
Energy Committee on this issue, the 
committee received a report prepared 

by the General Accounting Office on 
the Hawaiian Home Lands Program. 
The most significant finding of the 
GAO report is that land was withdrawn 
from the home lands by executive ac-
tion on 37 occasions during Hawaii’s 
territorial period. These withdrawals 
were in clear violation of the provision 
of the Hawaiian Homes Commission 
Act which prohibits the transfer of 
land unless the home lands receives 
land of equal value in exchange. Native 
Hawaiians have always contended that 
territorial withdrawals violated the 
1920 act, and the GAO report confirms 
this fact. 

The Hawaiian Home Lands Recovery 
Act seeks to redress this issue by au-
thorizing the transfer of Federal lands 
to the Department of Hawaiian Home 
Lands in exchange for Hawaiian home 
lands retained by the Federal Govern-
ment. Although the term ‘‘exchange’’ 
is used in this legislation, there is no 
expectation that DHHL will relinquish 
land to the Federal Government. DHHL 
need only relinquish any remaining 
claim it may have to former home 
lands now controlled by the Federal 
Government. The bill would also pro-
vide compensation for lost use of Ha-
waiian home lands controlled by the 
Federal Government. 

In advance of land being conveyed to 
the Department of Hawaiian Home 
Lands under sections 203(b) and 203(f) of 
the bill, the Secretary of the Interior is 
required to determine the value of 
lands currently controlled by the Fed-
eral Government that were designated 
as available lands under the Hawaiian 
Homes Commission Act. It is impor-
tant to note that section 203(a)(1)(A)(i) 
states that this determination is to be 
made based upon the HHCA, as en-
acted. Thus, the valuation shall in-
clude lands designated as home lands 
under the 1920 Act that are not cur-
rently part of the home land inventory, 
whether the withdrawal occurred as a 
result of executive action, or through 
an act of Congress. The Secretary is 
also required to determine the value of 
the lost use of lands currently con-
trolled by the Federal Government so 
that this, too, can be compensated. 

The valuation required by the legis-
lation is not intended to be a unilateral 
action by the Secretary. On the con-
trary section 203(a)(2)(A) requires the 
use of a valuation method that is ac-
ceptable to the Chair of the Depart-
ment of Hawaiian Home Lands and, 
most importantly, is in the best inter-
ests of the beneficiaries. These two 
conditions exist regardless of whether 
the Secretary uses an appraisal or non- 
appraisal method of valuation. Section 
203(a)(2)(A) requires the Secretary to be 
an advocate for the best interests of 
Hawaiian home beneficiaries in reach-
ing a determination of value. Thus the 
Secretary has a fiduciary responsi-
bility for seeing to it that the bene-
ficiaries receive the maximum possible 
compensation. 

Under section 203(a), the Secretary 
need not determine the value of land 

and lost use by appraisal. The com-
mittee included a provision allowing 
valuation by a method other than ap-
praisal in order to promote a speedy 
resolution of this longstanding con-
flict. The committee considers valu-
ation by mutual agreement to be far 
preferable to the burdensome process of 
appraisal. During our hearings on this 
legislation, the Senate Energy and 
Natural Resources Committee was ad-
vised that the State of Hawaii had ap-
praised most of the Federal properties 
in question. The GAO, in their report 
to the committee, analyzed and the 
state appraisals and found the ap-
praisal methodology used by the state 
was appropriate and that proper ac-
counting principles were employed. 
The state appraisals therefore supplant 
the need for a separate appraisal by the 
Department of the Interior. 

In the unfortunate event that the In-
terior Department decides to proceed 
with an appraisal, a number of specific 
safeguards have been instituted to en-
sure that the Department properly dis-
charges its fiduciary responsibility to 
protect the interests of the Hawaiian 
home beneficiaries. These include a 
guarantee that the Chairman of the 
Department of Hawaiian Home Lands 
shall have opportunity to present evi-
dence of the value of the home lands 
that were lost as well as the value of 
the lost use of these lands, the right to 
review and comment on a preliminary 
copy of the appraisal, and most impor-
tantly, the requirement that the Sec-
retary give full consideration of the 
evidence of value presented by DHHL. 
Given the responsibility under section 
203(a)(2)(A) that the Secretary rep-
resent the best interests of the bene-
ficiaries, the requirement in section 
203(a)(4)(B) is not ephemeral. When 
construed together, these provisions 
require the Secretary to give great 
weight to the recommendations of the 
DHHL on matters of value, especially if 
the interests of home land beneficiaries 
would be advanced by doing so. 

In addition to all these protections, 
the Chairman of the Department of Ha-
waiian Home Lands has the right to 
dispute the determinations of value for 
land and lost use. Thus it is unmistak-
ably clear that the Secretary and the 
Chairman of DHHL must mutually con-
sent to the values to be determined 
under section 203 of the bill. 

Section 203(b) authorizes the convey-
ance of land to the Department of Ha-
waiian Home Lands as compensation 
for lost lands, and the lost use of home 
lands retained by the Federal Govern-
ment. This section further authorizes 
the head of any Federal agency to 
transfer land and structures to the Sec-
retary of the Interior for subsequent 
conveyance to DHHL. I want to con-
trast the two-step conveyance process 
described in section 203(b)(5) with the 
authority for the General Services Ad-
ministration or the Department of De-
fense to convey property directly to 
DHHL under Section 203(f)(6) of the 
bill. A section 203(f)(6) conveyance 
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would be a direct transfer of title, 
without intervention by the Depart-
ment of the Interior, whereas the Inte-
rior Department would act as a trans-
fer agent for conveyances executed 
under section 203(b)(5). Let me point 
out, however, that although jurisdic-
tion and control of land would be 
transferred to the Interior Department 
under a section 203(b)(5) conveyance, 
the Interior Department’s responsi-
bility in completing the transfer is 
nothing more than a ministerial func-
tion. In this case the agency serves as 
a conduit for consummating the trans-
fer of title to the DHHL. 

Section 203(f) of the bill establishes a 
second means of conveying lands to the 
Department of Hawaiian Home Lands 
by allowing DHHL to obtain lands that 
are excess to the needs of individual 
Federal agencies. Subsection (f) places 
the Department of Hawaiian Home 
Lands in the same, or better, status as 
a Federal agency for the purpose of 
being notified of excess property and 
for obtaining the property from the 
excessing agency. Under no cir-
cumstances should the land that has 
been selected by the Chairman for ap-
praisal under section 203(f)(2), and pos-
sible conveyance under section 
203(f)(5), be transferred or otherwise 
disposed of by any Federal agency until 
the opportunity of the DHHL to obtain 
the land has expired. 

Finally, let me comment on section 
207 of the bill. This section establishes 
a cost sharing for Bureau of Reclama-
tion projects on Hawaiian home lands 
that is the same as the cost sharing au-
thorized for projects on Indian lands. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

So the amendment (No. 2110) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the committee 
amendment be agreed to, as amended; 
that the bill be deemed read a third 
time and passed, as amended; that the 
motion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table; and that any statements relating 
to the bill be placed at the appropriate 
place in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

So the bill (H.R. 402) was deemed read 
the third time and passed, as follows: 

[The bill was not available for print-
ing. It will appear in a subsequent issue 
of the RECORD.] 

f 

ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, AUGUST 4, 
1995 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it 
stand in recess until the hour of 9 a.m. 
on Friday, August 4, 1995, that fol-
lowing the prayer, the Journal of the 
proceedings be deemed approved to 
date, the time for the two leaders be 
reserved for their use later in the day, 

and the Senate then immediately re-
sume consideration of S. 1026, the De-
partment of Defense authorization bill, 
with Senator THURMOND to be recog-
nized to offer an amendment regarding 
title XXXI, under the provisions of the 
previous order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. WARNER. For the information of 
all Senators, the Senate will resume 
the DOD authorization bill at 9 a.m. 
Under the unanimous consent agree-
ment, Senator THURMOND will offer a 
title XXXI amendment, with three 
amendments to be offered to the Thur-
mond amendment. 

There are approximately 3 hours and 
20 minutes of debate time in order to 
the amendments. Senators can, there-
fore, expect 4 consecutive rollcall votes 
at the expiration or yielding back of 
that time. Additional rollcall votes 
will occur during Friday’s session of 
the Senate. 

f 

ORDER FOR 10-MINUTE VOTES 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the first roll-
call vote in the sequence tomorrow be 
15 minutes in length and the remaining 
votes in sequence be limited to 10 min-
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

RECESS UNTIL 9 A.M. TOMORROW 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, seeing 
no Senators desiring to be recognized 
for the purpose of morning business, 
and since there is no further business 
to come before the Senate, I now ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
stand in recess under the previous 
order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 11:28 p.m., recessed until Friday, Au-
gust 4, 1995, at 9 a.m. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate August 3, 1995: 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

JOHN DAVID CARLIN, OF KANSAS, TO BE AN ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, VICE FREDERICK GIL-
BERT SLABACH. 

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON DISABILITY 

MARCA BRISTO, OF ILLINOIS, TO BE A MEMBER OF THE 
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON DISABILITY FOR A TERM EXPIR-
ING SEPTEMBER 17, 1998. (REAPPOINTMENT) 

BONNIE O’DAY, OF MARYLAND, TO BE A MEMBER OF 
THE NATIONAL COUNCIL ON DISABILITY FOR A TERM EX-
PIRING SEPTEMBER 17, 1998. (REAPPOINTMENT) 

KATE PEW WOLTERS, OF MICHIGAN, TO BE A MEMBER 
OF THE NATIONAL COUNCIL ON DISABILITY FOR A TERM 
EXPIRING SEPTEMBER 17, 1998. (REAPPOINTMENT) 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL IN THE U.S. 
MARINE CORPS WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IM-
PORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C. 
SECTION 601: 

MAJ. GEN. JEFFERSON D. HOWELL, JR., 000–00–0000. 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICERS FOR PROMOTION IN 
THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY, UNDER THE PROVISIONS 
OF TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203(A) AND 3383: 

To be colonel 

GERHARD BRAUN, 000–00–0000 
PAUL M. SHINTAKU, 000–00–0000 

To be lieutenant colonel 

RONALD T. AKEMOTO, 000–00–0000 
DAVID I. DAWLEY, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS D. FARRELL, 000–00–0000 
PAUL C. FRANCIK, 000–00–0000 
LEE M. HAYASHI, 000–00–0000 
RAYMOND RIPPEL, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT M. SUNDBERG, 000–00–0000 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF 
THE UNITED STATES OFFICERS FOR PROMOTION IN THE 
RESERVE OF THE ARMY OF THE UNITED STATES, UNDER 
THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, U.S.C. SECTIONS 12203 AND 
3385: 

To be colonel 

JOHN A. BELZER, 000–00–0000 
ALLEN R. BOZEMAN, 000–00–0000 
LAUGHLIN H. HOLLIDAY, 000–00–0000 
LARRY W. JESSUP, 000–00–0000 
DONALD O. KOONCE, 000–00–0000 
DAVID J. REHKAMP, 000–00–0000 
CHESTER M. WAGGONER, 000–00–0000 

To be lieutenant colonel 

ANDREW J. ADAMS III, 000–00–0000 
FRANK A. APPELFELLER, 000–00–0000 
DEBORAH A. ASHENHURST, 000–00–0000 
ROOSEVELT BARFIELD, 000–00–0000 
JEFFERSON T. BENNETT, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT C. BLIX, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD A. CANRIGHT, 000–00–0000 
LAWRENCE D. COOPER, 000–00–0000 
ROGER F. HALL, JR., 000–00–0000 
TERRY G. HAMMETT, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES T. HARDEE, 000–00–0000 
DAVID R. HAYS, 000–00–0000 
DANIEL J. HOTOVY, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS E. JOHNSON, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL E. JOSE, 000–00–0000 
DENNIS R. KINER, 000–00–0000 
TIM G. KRUEGER, 000–00–0000 
DAVID C. MACKEY, 000–00–0000 
TERRY S. MITCHELL, 000–00–0000 
STUART C. PIKE, 000–00–0000 
MARGARET J. SKELTON, 000–00–0000 
ARNOLD H. SOEDER, 000–00–0000 
PEDRO G. VILLARREAL, 000–00–0000 
JOHN F. YEARWOOD, 000–00–0000 

ARMY NURSE CORPS 
To be lieutenant colonel 

MONA J. HANLIN, 000–00–0000 

CHAPLAIN CORPS 
To be lieutenant colonel 

TIMOTHY W. THOMPSON, 000–00–0000 

THE JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL’S CORPS 
To be lieutenant colonel 

JAMES M. ROBINSON, 000–00–0000 

MEDICAL CORPS 
To be lieutenant colonel 

ROBERT G. MONTGOMERY, 000–00–0000 

MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS 
To be lieutenant colonel 

CHAUNCEY L. VEATCH III, 000–00–0000 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICERS FOR PROMOTION IN 
THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY, UNDER THE PROVISIONS 
OF TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203(A) AND 3383: 

To be colonel 

ROBERT BELLHOUSE, 000–00–0000 
JAMES G. CUSHMAN, 000–00–0000 
RONALD W. DRITLEIN, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES T. HEISLER, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH F. KOPECKY, 000–00–0000 
DAVID E. KRATZER, 000–00–0000 
ANTONIO M. LOPEZ, JR., 000–00–0000 
CARLOS LORAN, 000–00–0000 
STANLEY F. MESSINGER, 000–00–0000 
PATRICK MURPHY, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM R. SCHIPUL, 000–00–0000 
JOHN O. STONE, 000–00–0000 
VANCE TIEDE, 000–00–0000 
HOWARD M. WHITTINGTON, 000–00–0000 

CHAPLAIN CORPS 
To be colonel 

JAMES T. SPIVEY, JR., 000–00–0000 

MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS 
To be colonel 

DAVID P. MADDOCK, 000–00–0000 

To be lieutenant colonel 

JONATHAN A. ASWEGAN, 000–00–0000 
JOHN N. GLOVER, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY J. HIGBEE, 000–00–0000 
BRENDA G. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM R. TETRO, 000–00–0000 
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MELODY C. THOMAS, 000–00–0000 

ARMY NURSE CORPS 
To be lieutenant colonel 

CHERYL B. PERSON, 000–00–0000 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF 
THE UNITED STATES OFFICERS FOR PROMOTION IN THE 
RESERVE OF THE ARMY OF THE UNITED STATES, UNDER 
THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, U.S.C. SECTIONS 12203 AND 
3385: 

To be colonel 

TERRY C. AMOS, 000–00–0000 
JOHN C. GRIGGS, 000–00–0000 
GARY L. JOENS, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT M. KELLER, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL A. MARVIN, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN A. MAYHEU, 000–00–0000 
PHILIP W. NUSS, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM H. POLAND, 000–00–0000 
DONALD F. PORTANOVA, 000–00–0000 
RAYMOND K. READ, 000–00–0000 

ARMY NURSE CORPS 
To be colonel 

TERRY L. DAVIDSON, 000–00–0000 
CAROLYN L. MC CARTNEY, 000–00–0000 

MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS 
To be colonel 

CYNTHIA TRUJILLO, 000–00–0000 

To be lieutenant colonel 

ROBERT A. AVERY, 000–00–0000 
DANIEL E. BARNETT, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL J. COLEMAN, 000–00–0000 
ALAN B. GALLOWAY, 000–00–0000 
GERALD M. HEINLE, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT E. MEIER, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL E. MERGENS, 000–00–0000 
CLARENCE H. OVERBAY III, 000–00–0000 
NICKEY W. PHILPOT, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD L. SWEENEY, 000–00–0000 
RUSSELL R. TIMMRECK, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD A. VARTIGIAN, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT M. WENGER, JR., 000–00–0000 
STANLEY O. WILLIAMS, 000–00–0000 
GREG M. WILZ, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM W. YENISCAVICH, 000–00–0000 

ARMY NURSE CORPS 
To be lieutenant colonel 

JOANNE E. HIX-WIGGINS, 000–00–0000 

THE JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL’S CORPS 
To be lieutenant colonel 

GARY D. PAYNE, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES L. POURCIAU, JR., 000–00–0000 

MEDICAL CORPS 
To be lieutenant colonel 

JOSEPH D. SARNICKI, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN C. ULRICH, 000–00–0000 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICERS, ON THE ACTIVE 
DUTY LIST, FOR PROMOTION TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
SECTION 624, TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE. THE OFFI-
CERS INDICATED BY ASTERISK ARE ALSO NOMINATED 
FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE REGULAR ARMY IN ACCORD-
ANCE WITH SECTION 531, TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE: 

DENTAL CORPS 
To be major 

*JEFFREY S. ALMONY, 000–00–0000 
*MARVIN P. ANDERSON,, 000–00–0000 
*HOWARD H. CARRICO, 000–00–0000 
*MARC C. CLAYTON, 000–00–0000 
*JAMES J. CLOSMANN, 000–00–0000 
*CAMERON W. COLE, 000–00–0000 
*WALTER, COLLAZO, 000–00–0000 
*DEAN D. DOLES, 000–00–0000 
*KATHLEEN M. EISIN, 000–00–0000 
*ROGER W. ENGLAND, 000–00–0000 
*CHRIS EVANOV, 000–00–0000 
*DAVID B. FERGUSON, 000–00–0000 
*SCOTT C. FISHER, 000–00–0000 
*DAN C. FONG, 000–00–0000 
*TINA L. FOSS, 000–00–0000 
*ROBERT R. GALVAN, 000–00–0000 
*BRUCE A. GASTON, 000–00–0000 
*TAMER GOKSEL, 000–00–0000 
*EDWYNNA HALE, 000–00–0000 
*DAVID B. HEMBREE, 000–00–0000 
*JEFFREY A. HODD, 000–00–0000 
*GEORGE J. HOLZER, 000–00–0000 
*HEIDI C. HORN, 000–00–0000 
*DAVID M. JEFFALONE, 000–00–0000 
*KELLY B. JONES, 000–00–0000 
*KENNETH E. JONES, 000–00–0000 
*SHAUN L. KANION, 000–00–0000 
*STEPHEN M. KEESEE, 000–00–0000 
*SANGKYU S. KIM, 000–00–0000 
*TAMARA A. LEARY, 000–00–0000 
*JAMES C. LYONS, 000–00–0000 
*JAMES R. MACHOLL, 000–00–0000 
*TROY MARBURGER, 000–00–0000 
*JOHN T. MARLEY, 000–00–0000 
*TIMOTHY MITCHENER, 000–00–0000 

*RONALD A. MORENO, 000–00–0000 
*RICKEY A. MORLEN, 000–00–0000 
*DAVID A. MOTT, 000–00–0000 
*KAREN PARK, 000–00–0000 
*MINAXI I. PATEL, 000–00–0000 
*JANET L. RAMLAL, 000–00–0000 
*GEOFFREY H. ROBERT, 000–00–0000 
*CHARLES A. SABADELL, 000–00–0000 
*STEPHEN T. SCHULTZ, 000–00–0000 
*KAREN L. SHINES, 000–00–0000 
*RANDALL W. STETTLER, 000–00–0000 
*THOMAS S. SYMPSON, 000–00–0000 
*THOMAS R. TEMPEL, 000–00–0000 
*ERIC V. THOMAS, 000–00–0000 
*MARTIN R. VELEZ, 000–00–0000 
*KHA N. VO, 000–00–0000 
*RAY WILLIAMS, 000–00–0000 

MEDICAL CORPS 
To be major 

*ERIC D. ADAMS, 000–00–0000 
*ERIC T. ADLER, 000–00–0000 
*MARY A. AHMED, 000–00–0000 
ALFONSO S. ALARCON, 000–00–0000 

*THOMAS AMSLER, 000–00–0000 
*ALFRED D. ARLINE, 000–00–0000 
ROCCO A. ARMONDA, 000–00–0000 

*RICANTHONY ASHLEY, 000–00–0000 
*WESLEY S. ASHTON, 000–00–0000 
*JOHN T. ATKINS, 000–00–0000 
*MIRIAM J. ATKINS, 000–00–0000 
*DIANE M. ATWOOD, 000–00–0000 
*AMY M. AUTRY, 000–00–0000 
*ROBERT A. AVERY, 000–00–0000 
*WILLIAM C. BANDY, 000–00–0000 
DAVID W. BARBER, 000–00–0000 

*SCOTT D. BARNES, 000–00–0000 
*ERIC W. BARRY, 000–00–0000 
*MICHAEL G. BEAT, 000–00–0000 
*DAVID I. BECKER, 000–00–0000 
*THERESA M. BECKER, 000–00–0000 
CYNTHIA L. BENFANTI, 000–00–0000 
PAUL L. BENFANTI, 000–00–0000 

*JAMES F. BENSON, 000–00–0000 
*NATHANIEL B. BERG, 000–00–0000 
*LYNN M. BERGREN, 000–00–0000 
*KURT J. BERNEBURG, 000–00–0000 
MARIE BETTENCOURT, 000–00–0000 
*BARRY T. BICKLEY, 000–00–0000 
*ROMAN O. BILYNSKY, 000–00–0000 
*WILLIAM J. BLANKE, 000–00–0000 
*MARK A. BONEY, 000–00–0000 
*DAVID C. BONOVICH, 000–00–0000 
*NATHAN C. BOSS, 000–00–0000 
*WILLIAM M. BOUSHKA, 000–00–0000 
*GREGORY W. BOUSKA, 000–00–0000 
*JAMES P. BRADLEY, 000–00–0000 
*YONG C. BRADLEY, 000–00–0000 
DAVID A. BROWN, 000–00–0000 
*JAMES S. BROWN, 000–00–0000 
*ROBERT N. BRUCE, 000–00–0000 
*MICHAEL P. BURTON, 000–00–0000 
*JOHN C. BYRD, 000–00–0000 
*CRAIG D. CAMERON, 000–00–0000 
*MICHELLE L. CARLIN, 000–00–0000 
*SCOTT A. CARLTON, 000–00–0000 
*TORR E. CARMAIN, 000–00–0000 
*NICHOLAS P. CARPER, 000–00–0000 
*JOHN W. CARSON, III, 000–00–0000 
PAUL D. CASNER, 000–00–0000 
*JOHN R. CATON, 000–00–0000 
*DONALD J. CHAFFIN, 000–00–0000 
*ALEXANDER K. CHEN, 000–00–0000 
*ROBERT CHIANG, 000–00–0000 
*THEODORE J. CHOMA, 000–00–0000 
*ERIK D. CHRISTENSEN, 000–00–0000 
*ROBERT J. CHRISTIE, 000–00–0000 
*ELLEN M. CHUNG, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL J. CITRONE, 000–00–0000 
*DAVIS L. CLOWARD, 000–00–0000 
*STEVEN P. COHEN, 000–00–0000 
*RIGGINS G. CONSAGRA, 000–00–0000 
*BARTON B. COOK, 000–00–0000 
*THOMAS P. COOK, 000–00–0000 
*EDMUND W. CORNMAN, 000–00–0000 
*ROBERT M. CRAIG, 000–00–0000 
*DONALD G. CRINO, 000–00–0000 
*JAMES E. CURLEE, 000–00–0000 
*MICHAEL J. DACEY, 000–00–0000 
*ZACHARIAH DAMERON, 000–00–0000 
*BRAD J. DAVIS, 000–00–0000 
DAVE A. DAVIS, 000–00–0000 
*SCOTT T. DAVIS, 000–00–0000 
MARC L. DAYMUDE, 000–00–0000 
*MICHAEL J. DECKER, 000–00–0000 
DAVI DELLAGIUSTINA, 000–00–0000 
*ROBERT A. DELORENZO, 000–00–0000 
*ROBERT DESVERREAUX, 000–00–0000 
*DOMINIC T. DICIRO, 000–00–0000 
* EDWARD E. DICKERSON, 000–00–0000 
* THIEN M. DO, 000–00–0000 
* DANIEL D. DODAI, 000–00–0000 
* DAVID M. DOWNS, 000–00–0000 
* DAVID M. DRANETZ, 000–00–0000 
* VINCENT A. DUBRAVEC, 000–00–0000 
* KIM A. DUGGER, 000–00–0000 
* JOHN M. DUNFORD, 000–00–0000 
* ROBERT K. DURNFORD, 000–00–0000 
ERIN P. EDGAR, 000–00–0000 
* BYRON K. EDMOND, 000–00–0000 
KIRK W. EGGLESTON, 000–00–0000 
* MICHAEL EISENHAUER, 000–00–0000 
* MICHAEL A. ELLIOTT, 000–00–0000 
* RICHARD W. ELLISON, 000–00–0000 
* THERESA S. EMORY, 000–00–0000 
* JAMES J. ENGLAND, 000–00–0000 

* EDWARD J. ERBE, 000–00–0000 
* ALAN R. ERICKSON, 000–00–0000 
ALEC T. EROR, 000–00–0000 
* DIANE A. FARAN, 000–00–0000 
JOHN H. FARLEY, 000–00–0000 
* ANTHONY FERRARA, 000–00–0000 
* GREGORY FITZHARRIS, 000–00–0000 
* JASON P. FONTENOT, 000–00–0000 
* COLLEEN C. FOOS, 000–00–0000 
* LESLIE S. FOSTER, 000–00–0000 
* ANDREW C. FOWLER, 000–00–0000 
* STEPHANIE A. FOWLER, 000–00–0000 
* JAMES T. FOX, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD G. FROELICH, 000–00–0000 
* LINDA L. FUQUA, 000–00–0000 
* MARK P. GAUL, 000–00–0000 
* JACKSON R. GENANT, 000–00–0000 
* ROBERT T. GERHARDT, 000–00–0000 
* ALBERT L. GEST, 000–00–0000 
* ROBERT V. GIBBONS, 000–00–0000 
* MONICA B. GORBANDT, 000–00–0000 
* MARK S. GORDON, 000–00–0000 
* PATRICK J. GRABLIN, 000–00–0000 
* DANIEL L. GRADIN, 000–00–0000 
JESS A. GRAHAM, 000–00–0000 
URSULA Y. GRAHAM, 000–00–0000 
* MARK S. GRAJCAR, 000–00–0000 
* MARYBETH A. GRAZKO, 000–00–0000 
* PATRICIA GREATOREX, 000–00–0000 
* THOMAS W. GREIG, 000–00–0000 
* RICHARD GREMILLION, 000–00–0000 
* GARY D. GRIDLEY, 000–00–0000 
* GREG L. GRIEWE, 000–00–0000 
JAMIE B. GRIMES, 000–00–0000 
* JAMES P. GUEVARA, 000–00–0000 
* NEAL C. HADRO, 000–00–0000 
* DONALD P. HALL, 000–00–0000 
* CYNTHIA K. HAMILTON, 000–00–0000 
* BARRY T. HAMMAKER, 000–00–0000 
* LLOYD D. HANCOCK, 000–00–0000 

KARLA K. HANSEN, 000–00–0000 
* KENNETH W. HARPER, 000–00–0000 
* MICHAEL T. HARPER, 000–00–0000 
* BRIAN C. HARRINGTON, 000–00–0000 
* CASSANDRA D. HARRIS, 000–00–0000 
* DAVID H. HARRISON, 000–00–0000 

DENNIS R. HARTUNG, 000–00–0000 
* JAMES M. HARVEY, 000–00–0000 
* THE HASLETT-ENDRIS, 000–00–0000 
* MARK D. HAWKINS, 000–00–0000 
* EDWIN B. HAYES, 000–00–0000 
* KAREN E. HAYES, 000–00–0000 
* ARNOLD B. HENG, 000–00–0000 
* JOHN D. HERMANN, 000–00–0000 

WILLIAM C. HEWITSON, 000–00–0000 
* RANDALL HILDEBRAND, 000–00–0000 
* KIRSTEN B. HOHMANN, 000–00–0000 
* CARRI B. HOMOKY, 000–00–0000 
* DOUGLAS E. HOMOKY, 000–00–0000 
* GREGORY S. HOOKS, 000–00–0000 
* PAUL J. HOUGE, 000–00–0000 
* JAY R. HUBER, 000–00–0000 
* MAUREEN L. HUDSON, 000–00–0000 

JEFFREY J. HULL, 000–00–0000 
* GEORGE J. HUNTER, 000–00–0000 
* KENNETH M. HURWITZ, 000–00–0000 
* WELLFORD W. INGE, 000–00–0000 
* WILLIAM A. INGRAM, 000–00–0000 
* JOHN I. ISKANDAR, 000–00–0000 
* HENRY C. JEFFERSON, 000–00–0000 
* TIMOTHY R. JENNINGS, 000–00–0000 
* CARLOS E. JIMENEZ, 000–00–0000 

ANTHONY J. JOHNSON, 000–00–0000 
* ROBERT E. JOHNSON, 000–00–0000 
* DENNIS E. JONES, 000–00–0000 
* MATTHEW P. JONES, 000–00–0000 
* REBECCA A. KELLER, 000–00–0000 
* MICHAEL S. KELLEY, 000–00–0000 
* KIMBERLY L. KESLING, 000–00–0000 
* MICHAEL S. KILLEN, 000–00–0000 

RONALD P. KING, 000–00–0000 
* ROBERT K. KOCH, 000–00–0000 
* DAVID T. KOON, 000–00–0000 
* MAUREEN K. KOOPS, 000–00–0000 
* ALISAN G. KULA, 000–00–0000 
* MICHAEL R. KUNKEL, 000–00–0000 

MARTIN L. LADWIG, 000–00–0000 
* JOHN A. LAFATA, 000–00–0000 
* PETER A. LAIRD, 000–00–0000 
* MARK E. LANDAU, 000–00–0000 
* PHILLIP W. LANDES, 000–00–0000 
* CHRISTOPHER LARISCY, 000–00–0000 
WILMA I. LARSEN, 000–00–0000 
* TAMARA D. LAUDER, 000–00–0000 
* GREGORY A. LAW, 000–00–0000 
* JENNIFER L. LEATHE, 000–00–0000 
KERRYQ T. LEE, 000–00–0000 
* EMIL P. LESHO, 000–00–0000 
* PAUL A. LESTER, 000–00–0000 
* ALLEN J. LEVY, 000–00–0000 
* LAURA J. LILAC, 000–00–0000 
* WITTE J. LOIZEAUX, 000–00–0000 
* EDWIN W. LOJESKI, 000–00–0000 
NICK N. LOMIS, 000–00–0000 
* RANDI J. LONG, 000–00–0000 
* JAMES M. LUCHETTI, 000–00–0000 
* MARK L. LUKENS, 000–00–0000 
ERIC T. LUND, 000–00–0000 
* JOHN S. MADANY, 000–00–0000 
* KURT L. MAGGIO, 000–00–0000 
* RICHARD S. MAKUCH, 000–00–0000 
* LAWRENCE W. MANAKER, 000–00–0000 
* ROBERT C. MANCINI, 000–00–0000 
LIEM T. MANSFIELD, 000–00–0000 
* RODRIGO A. MARIANO, 000–00–0000 
* JOHN P. MASTERSON, 000–00–0000 
* MARK A. MATAOSKY, 000–00–0000 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S11349 August 3, 1995 
* TIMOTHY J. MATTISON, 000–00–0000 
* MARK L. MC DOWELL, 000–00–0000 
* THOMAS W. MC GOVERN, 000–00–0000 
* JOHN K. MC LARNEY, 000–00–0000 
* ROBERT P. MEE, 000–00–0000 
* KEVIN P. MICHAELS, 000–00–0000 
* BENJAMIN J. MILLER, 000–00–0000 
DANIEL R. MILLER, 000–00–0000 
* RICHARD A. MILLER, 000–00–0000 
* CARL M. MINAMI, 000–00–0000 
* VINCENT J. MIRARCHI, 000–00–0000 
* KELLY T. MITCHELL, 000–00–0000 
* RON L. MOODY, 000–00–0000 
* MILAN S. MOORE, 000–00–0000 
* TED O. MORGAN, JR., 000–00–0000 
* JOSEPH M. MORMAN, 000–00–0000 
* EARLE E. MORTON, 000–00–0000 
* TODD A. MORTON, 000–00–0000 
* ROBERT L. MOTT, JR., 000–00–0000 
* MARK R. MOUNT, 000–00–0000 
* CHARLES R. MULLIGAN, 000–00–0000 
* SEAN P. MURRAY, 000–00–0000 
* KENNETH W. MYERS, 000–00–0000 
* MARK S. NEWMAN, 000–00–0000 
* WILLIAM H. NEWMAN, 000–00–0000 
FRANK J. NEWTON, 000–00–0000 
* GILBERT A. NOIROT, 000–00–0000 
* PAUL F. NYBERG, 000–00–0000 
* JULIE E. OBRIEN, 000–00–0000 
* STEPHEN C. OCONNOR, 000–00–0000 
* JEANETT OLESKOWICZ, 000–00–0000 
* JAMES OLIVER, 000–00–0000 
* JOY L. OLSON, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM T. PACE, 000–00–0000 
* MARK S. PACK, 000–00–0000 
* GUY K. PALMES, 000–00–0000 
* RITA A. PARISEK, 000–00–0000 
* SCOTT R. PARTYKA, 000–00–0000 
* LUCY PATTI, 000–00–0000 
* JULIE A. PAVLIN, 000–00–0000 
* SAMUEL E. PAYNE, 000–00–0000 
* RONALD F. PENDLETON, 000–00–0000 
* STEPHANIE W. PERDUE, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN R. PERUSSE, 000–00–0000 
* BETH E. PETERSON, 000–00–0000 
* THOMAS E. PHILLIPS, 000–00–0000 
* ELIZABE PIANTANIDA, 000–00–0000 
* JAMES V. PIEPHOFF, 000–00–0000 
* CHRISTOPHER PIERCE, 000–00–0000 
* GREGORY A. PISEL, 000–00–0000 
* RONALD J. PLACE, 000–00–0000 
* STANFORD PRESCOTT, 000–00–0000 
* DAVID M. PRESTON, 000–00–0000 
* MICHAEL G. RAAB, 000–00–0000 
* SUZANNE E. RALEY, 000–00–0000 
* FERNANDO RAMOS, 000–00–0000 
HERNANDO G. RAMOS, 000–00–0000 
* DOUGLAS R. REED, 000–00–0000 
* RUTHANN F. REES, 000–00–0000 
* ROBERTO RENDE, 000–00–0000 
* JAMES C. RHOLL, 000–00–0000 
* GUY W. ROBINS, 000–00–0000 
* STEVEN L. ROMITI, 000–00–0000 
* NATHAN T. RUDMAN, 000–00–0000 
* PAUL J. RUPP, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT M. RUSH, 000–00–0000 
* NANCY E. SANDERSON, 000–00–0000 
* DONALD K. SANFORD, 000–00–0000 
* JEFFREY A. SAUNDERS, 000–00–0000 
* MICHAEL F. SAVAGE, 000–00–0000 
* STEPHEN P. SCHERR, 000–00–0000 
* DOUGLAS A. SCHOW, 000–00–0000 
* DAVID W. SCHROEDER, 000–00–0000 
* BRADLEY F. SCHWARTZ, 000–00–0000 
JOHN S. SCOTT, 000–00–0000 
* DAVID W. SEES, 000–00–0000 
* GREGORY J. SEPANSKI, 000–00–0000 
* PATRICIA A. SHEVLIN, 000–00–0000 
* SONDRA E. SHIELDS, 000–00–0000 
* JAMES F. SHIKLE, 000–00–0000 
* DAVID G. SHORES, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH A. SHROUT, 000–00–0000 
* JEFFREY L. SHY, 000–00–0000 
* BRIAN M. SIECK, 000–00–0000 
* STEPHEN V. SILVEY, 000–00–0000 
* HARLAND D. SIMPSON, 000–00–0000 
* CHARLES E. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
* ROBERT A. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
* GEORGE STACKHOUSE, 000–00–0000 
* WILLIAM J. STANTON, 000–00–0000 
* CHARLES V. STARGEL, 000–00–0000 
* CHRISTOPHER STARK, 000–00–0000 
* JAMES STAUDENMEIER, 000–00–0000 
* JOHN T. STEEDMAN, 000–00–0000 
* TIMOTHY STEINAGLE, 000–00–0000 
* RONALD T. STEPHENS, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL R. STJEAN, 000–00–0000 
* TODD D. STORCH, 000–00–0000 
* STEVEN D. STOWELL, 000–00–0000 
* JOSEPH B. SUTCLIFFE, 000–00–0000 
GARY W. SWENSON, 000–00–0000 
* RICHARD S. SWINNEY, 000–00–0000 
* CHRISTINA SZIGETI, 000–00–0000 
* BARRON K. TAYLOR, 000–00–0000 
* JERRY J. TAYLOR, 000–00–0000 
* THOMAS B. TAYLOR, 000–00–0000 
* RICHARD W. THOMAS, 000–00–0000 
* JAMES W. THOMPSON, 000–00–0000 
* MARK F. TORRES, 000–00–0000 
* CAROL A. TRAKIMAS, 000–00–0000 
* THUTHAO T. TRINH, 000–00–0000 
* DANIEL S. TUMELTY, 000–00–0000 
* ALFONSO R. VACCARO, 000–00–0000 
* DENNIS J. VANZANT, 000–00–0000 
JENNIFER S. VARGAS, 000–00–0000 
* ROBERT E. VAUGHAN, 000–00–0000 
* VANESSA R. VICTOR, 000–00–0000 

* PATRICIA A. VORIES, 000–00–0000 
* ROBERT P. WACK, 000–00–0000 
* JOHN L. WADE, 000–00–0000 
* RICHARD K. WAGNER, 000–00–0000 
* ELLEN B. WALLEN, 000–00–0000 
* CHRISTOPHER WALSHE, 000–00–0000 
* BOYD V. WASHINGTON, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY WASHOWICH, 000–00–0000 
* RICHARD R. WAYNE, 000–00–0000 
* IAN S. WEDMORE, 000–00–0000 
* KEVIN A. WEEKS, 000–00–0000 
* CATHERINE A. WELCH, 000–00–0000 
* MARK C. WESTON, 000–00–0000 
GARY A. WHEELER, 000–00–0000 
* HEATHER WHITWORTH, 000–00–0000 
* DAN WIENER, 000–00–0000 
* GREGORY S. WITKOP, 000–00–0000 
* ROBERT WOLFGANG, 000–00–0000 
* ANDREAS WOLTER, 000–00–0000 
CLAUDE R. WORKMAN, 000–00–0000 
* BRIAN D. WORLEY, 000–00–0000 
* JEFFREY YABLONSKI, 000–00–0000 
* ANITA M. YEARLEY, 000–00–0000 
* JEFFREY A. YNGSTROM, 000–00–0000 
* OLIVER J. YOST, 000–00–0000 
* DAVID T. ZBYLSKI, 000–00–0000 
* JAMES H. ZEITLIN, 000–00–0000 
DAVID S. ZUMBRO, 000–00–0000 

IN THE NAVY 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED LIEUTENANT COMMANDERS 
OF THE RESERVE OF THE U.S. NAVY FOR PERMANENT 
PROMOTION TO THE GRADE OF COMMANDER IN THE 
LINE, IN THE COMPETITIVE CATEGORY AS INDICATED, 
PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED 
STATES CODE, SECTION 5912: 

UNRESTRICTED LINE OFFICERS 

To be commander 

ANDREW W. ACEVEDO, 000–00–0000 
JAMES M. ACKLEY, 000–00–0000 
RODNEY M. ADAMS, 000–00–0000 
JOHN C. AGUERO, 000–00–0000 
JAMES M. AHLGRIMM, 000–00–0000 
JOHN M. ALLARD, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT E. ALLEN, JR, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM R. ALLEN, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN W. ALT, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY M. ANDERSEN, 000–00–0000 
PAUL N. ANDERSON, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT B. ANDERSON, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH ARANGO III, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER J. ARMITAGE, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD S. ARNOLD, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH W. ASHBAKER, 000–00–0000 
FRANK A. ASHTON, 000–00–0000 
JOHN R. ATKINSON, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH V. BACKOF, 000–00–0000 
WARREN S. BARKLEY II, 000–00–0000 
EDMUND W. BARNHART, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN O. BARRETT, 000–00–0000 
MARK E. BAUMAN, 000–00–0000 
JAMES A. BECKETT, 000–00–0000 
NATHAN G. BEIN, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD A. BENSON, 000–00–0000 
JON E. BERGLIND, 000–00–0000 
JOHN A. BIEGEL, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY J. BISHOP, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT R. BLEHART, 000–00–0000 
DAVE C. BOHANON, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY A. BOOTH, 000–00–0000 
FREDERICK BOTERO, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS E. BOUGAN, 000–00–0000 
JEAN D. BOUVET, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS H. BOYCE, 000–00–0000 
DEAN C. BRACKETT, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN C. BRADFORD, 000–00–0000 
DONALD T. BRADY, 000–00–0000 
REUBEN C. BRADY, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS I. BRANCH, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES R. BRAUN, JR, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD E. BRAUNIG, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER J. BREHANY, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL C. BRINKMANN, 000–00–0000 
THEODORE L. BROOKS, 000–00–0000 
MATTHEW D. BROWN, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER U. BROWNE, 000–00–0000 
DALE L. BRUSKOTTER, 000–00–0000 
JOHN R. BUCKLEY, 000–00–0000 
JOHN S. BUECHNER, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS A. BURGESS, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL E. BURR, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT D. BURRUS, 000–00–0000 
BARRY E. BUSH, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL G. BUTCHER, 000–00–0000 
JON A. BUTTRAM, 000–00–0000 
ALLYSON T. CADDELL, 000–00–0000 
JAMES C. CAIN, 000–00–0000 
MARK S. CAMPAGNA, 000–00–0000 
JAMES G. CANNON, 000–00–0000 
ALLEN F. CANTRELL, 000–00–0000 
MATTHEW A. CARR, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS E. CARROLL, 000–00–0000 
IAN S. CATH, 000–00–0000 
VAHAN CHERTAVIAN, 000–00–0000 
BRANNAN W. CHISOLM, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN J. CHRANS, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL D. CHRISTOPHER, 000–00–0000 
ANTHONY CLEMENTI, 000–00–0000 
JAMES F. CLEMSON, 000–00–0000 
RONALD R. CLINKSCALES, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS A. CLOUD, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL H. COCHRANE, 000–00–0000 
LINDA M. COFFELT, 000–00–0000 
MARK L. COLE, 000–00–0000 

WILLIAM P. CONNELLY, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER R. CONNORS, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM P. COOK, 000–00–0000 
PETER J. CORCORAN, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN P. CRAYCRAFT, 000–00–0000 
DAVID B. CRILLY, 000–00–0000 
RALPH D. CRISTIANI, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER L. CROSS, 000–00–0000 
ARTURO C. CUELLAR, 000–00–0000 
JOHN Q. DALSANTO, 000–00–0000 
DAVID A. DANIELS, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS P. DARCY, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES S. DARDEN, 000–00–0000 
CRAIG M. DAVIS, 000–00–0000 
KENNETH E. DAWE, II, 000–00–0000 
LELAND D. DEATLEY, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN M. DEBEVOISE, 000–00–0000 
FRANK A. DEES, 000–00–0000 
JAMES C. DEGENHARDT, 000–00–0000 
DAVID J. DELANCEY, 000–00–0000 
ANTHONY J. DIBONA, JR, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN J. DITULLIO, 000–00–0000 
KURT J. DOBBERTEEN, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD DONOFRIO, 000–00–0000 
BRENT A. DORMAN, 000–00–0000 
FREDERICK M. DOUGLAS, 000–00–0000 
DONALD R. DRENNEN, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS J. DREYER, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL DRZONSC, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM S. DURBIN, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY J. DWYER, 000–00–0000 
MELTON O. EAKIN, JR, 000–00–0000 
ERIC J. EARNST, 000–00–0000 
JAMES B. EDEN, 000–00–0000 
GARY L. EILAND, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD W. EKVALL, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM L. ELDER, 000–00–0000 
DENNIS W. ELLISON, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY T. ENGLE, 000–00–0000 
NICHOLAS J. EPISCOPO, JR, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN L. FARLEY, 000–00–0000 
MARK G. FEILMANN, 000–00–0000 
DAVID W. FERGUS, 000–00–0000 
PATRICK J. FETTER, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES J. FILARDI, JR, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY R. FINE, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD J. FINNEGAN, 000–00–0000 
SAMUEL E. FISHEL, JR, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES M. FLOWERS, JR, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM F. FLYNN, 000–00–0000 
ANDREW J. FOERSTER, 000–00–0000 
THEODORE FOLLAS, 000–00–0000 
ERIC C. FORBES, 000–00–0000 
RAY FOWLER, JR, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD J. FRANCIS, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN R. FRAZER, 000–00–0000 
FRANK J. FRELKA, 000–00–0000 
JOHN F. FRICKE, 000–00–0000 
JEFFERY E. FROST, 000–00–0000 
JOHN P. FRY, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL H. GAFFNEY, 000–00–0000 
MAX E. GAMBLE, 000–00–0000 
JEFFERY W. GARNER, 000–00–0000 
SIMEON C. GARRIOTT, JR., 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY B. GENT, 000–00–0000 
HUGH A. GERIAK, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN J. GILLIS, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES B. GILLMAN, 000–00–0000 
PAUL J. GILMORE, 000–00–0000 
AUSTIN W. GLEASON, JR., 000–00–0000 
STEVEN J. GOLDSTEIN, 000–00–0000 
DAVID A. GOULLA, JR., 000–00–0000 
THOMAS P. GRAFF, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN W. GRANT, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM R. GRAY III, 000–00–0000 
SAMUEL D. GREEN, 000–00–0000 
JOHN D. GRISET, 000–00–0000 
DAVID B. GRUBER, 000–00–0000 
CHERYL A. GUIDOBONI, 000–00–0000 
ALAN M. HAGOPIAN, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL H. HARING, 000–00–0000 
DONALD P. HARKER, 000–00–0000 
GARY T. HARPER, 000–00–0000 
ALBERT G. HARRIS, JR., 000–00–0000 
DAVID M. HARRIS, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL W. HARRIS, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL D. HARTE, 000–00–0000 
CHRIS G. HARTMAN, 000–00–0000 
MARK A. HASS, 000–00–0000 
KIM A. HAUER, 000–00–0000 
RONALD B. HAWKINS, 000–00–0000 
PATRICK L. HEALY, 000–00–0000 
BELINDA B. HEERWAGEN, 000–00–0000 
HENRY HELBIG, 000–00–0000 
CARL D. HENDERSHOT, 000–00–0000 
TODD A. HENDERSON, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER J. HERRON, 000–00–0000 
JOHN P. HETRICK, JR., 000–00–0000 
JOHN E. HETZEL, 000–00–0000 
WAYNE D. HILD, 000–00–0000 
HOWARD D. HILL, 000–00–0000 
JAMES P. HODGES, JR., 000–00–0000 
JOHN E. HODGSON, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL R. HOGEBACK, 000–00–0000 
RICKY A. HOLCOMB, 000–00–0000 
GARY L. HOLMES, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN D. HOLWELL, 000–00–0000 
HARVEY S. HOPKINS, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES T. HORNE III, 000–00–0000 
HOBART D. HOSTLER, 000–00–0000 
DENNIS P. HUGHES, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD C. HUGHES, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN H. HUGMAN, 000–00–0000 
WYNNE T. HYATT, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS V. HYNES, 000–00–0000 
JOHN G. IVBULS, 000–00–0000 
RAYMOND B. JAHN, 000–00–0000 
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PAUL H. JAMES, 000–00–0000 
DONALD S. JARNBERG, 000–00–0000 
ROLF R. JOHANSEN, 000–00–0000 
RODERICK D. G. JOHNSON, 000–00–0000 
SIGVARD B. JOHNSON, JR., 000–00–0000 
STEVEN E. JOHNSON, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD L. JONES, 000–00–0000 
BYRON J. JOSEPH II, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY A. JULIUS, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN M. JUNKINS, 000–00–0000 
MARK S. KACZMAREK, 000–00–0000 
BRUCE W. KAHL, 000–00–0000 
KYLE F. KAKER, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN K. KAMITA, 000–00–0000 
GRANT S. KASISCHKE, 000–00–0000 
JOHN S. KASPER, 000–00–0000 
MARK R. KASSOFF, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN L. KECK, 000–00–0000 
HOWARD D. KEESEE, 000–00–0000 
PAUL C. KELLEHER, 000–00–0000 
GERALD E. KELLY, 000–00–0000 
HOWARD V. KELLY, 000–00–0000 
BRUCE T. KENNEDY, 000–00–0000 
JOHN M. KENNEDY, 000–00–0000 
FRANK M. KENNEY, 000–00–0000 
JAMES E. KIEFHABER, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD L. KIENLE, 000–00–0000 
PETER H. KILIAN, 000–00–0000 
EARL K. KISHIDA, 000–00–0000 
RALPH W. KIVETTE, 000–00–0000 
KARL F. KOBALD, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM H. KONRAD, 000–00–0000 
GARY J. KRASNOV, 000–00–0000 
BRADLEY A. KUETHER, 000–00–0000 
RAYMOND M. KUTCH, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD M. KYNASTON, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL S. LAMB, 000–00–0000 
LESTER M. LAMBERTH, 000–00–0000 
SAMUEL P. LARKIN, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY E. LAWRENCE III, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES J. LEFEVRE, 000–00–0000 
DAVID W. LEGERTON, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN LEMOS, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL W. LEONARD, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS W. LETT, 000–00–0000 
LORI A. LINDHOLM, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY K. LIPSCOMB, 000–00–0000 
RANDALL P. LITTLE II, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE G. LOMAS, 000–00–0000 
PHILIP A. LOVE, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT MACMILLAN, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS A. MAGUIRE, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD C. MAHON, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL D. MAHRE, 000–00–0000 
ROY W. MALONE, JR., 000–00–0000 
PETER T. MALONEY, 000–00–0000 
NORMAN R. MARCOTTE, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN J. MARIN, 000–00–0000 
JOHN J. MARINO, 000–00–0000 
PHILIP J. MARKERT, JR., 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM D. MARSH, JR., 000–00–0000 
GEORGE MARTIN, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH C. MARTIN, 000–00–0000 
PAUL B. MARTIN, JR., 000–00–0000 
RICHARD G. MARTIN, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM R. MARTIN, 000–00–0000 
ARMANDO M. MARTINEZ, 000–00–0000 
RANDY A. MARTINEZ, 000–00–0000 
ROBERTO M. MARTINEZ, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM F. MC ALPINE, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL S. MC CARTHY, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD J. MC COOL, JR., 000–00–0000 
DANIEL S. MC GARVEY, 000–00–0000 
TERRENCE T. MC GINNIS, 000–00–0000 
MARC V. MC GOWAN, 000–00–0000 
JOE K. MC KAY, 000–00–0000 
DONALD E. MC MACKIN, 000–00–0000 
MALCOLM J. MC PHEE JR., 000–00–0000 
DANIEL E. MC WILLIAMS, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM H. MEADER, 000–00–0000 
DANIEL D. MEYER, 000–00–0000 
JAMES P. MILLEGAN, 000–00–0000 
CRAIG N. MILLER, 000–00–0000 
IRA L. MINOR, JR., 000–00–0000 
CHARLES J. MITCHELL, 000–00–0000 
DAVID M. MITCHELL, 000–00–0000 
CHARLIE R. MOFFITT II, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD A. MONTANIO, 000–00–0000 
BARTON A. MOORE, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY M. MORAN, 000–00–0000 
JOHNNY D. MORGAN, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS K. MORGAN, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM C. MORRILL, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM R. MORRIS, 000–00–0000 
DONALD C. MORRISON, 000–00–0000 
JAMES H. MORRISON, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY C. MOTTER, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD M. MUCHA, 000–00–0000 
JORGE L. MUNOZ, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH M. MURPHY, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN J. MURPHY, 000–00–0000 
JOHN C. MURRAY, 000–00–0000 
JOHN M. MYRAH, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER S. NEELY, 000–00–0000 
JAMES A. NEILON, 000–00–0000 
CLAUDE V. NELSON, 000–00–0000 
ALADAR NESSER, 000–00–0000 
PATRICK A. NEUMAN, 000–00–0000 
FREDERICK J. NEWTON III, 000–00–0000 
KURT A. NIELSEN, 000–00–0000 
GARY D. NOBLE, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY S. NORRIS, 000–00–0000 
KERRY L. NYE, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS S. ODONNELL, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY G. OGILVIE, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT M. OGILVIE, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN R. OVERBECK, 000–00–0000 

WILLIAM J. OVERMAN, 000–00–0000 
DANIEL N. OWEN, 000–00–0000 
GARY J. PABST, 000–00–0000 
BRUNO S. PADOVANI, 000–00–0000 
DEMETRIOS A. PAHNO, 000–00–0000 
DAVID A. PALMER, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH C. PAPALSKI, 000–00–0000 
DREW A. PAPPAS, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN E. PARKER, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH D. PARLIN, 000–00–0000 
NANCY L. PARNELL, 000–00–0000 
RUSSELL A. PASCOE, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT M. PATCHETT, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM B. PEARCE, 000–00–0000 
FRANCISCO C. PENAFLOR, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS H. PIERCE, 000–00–0000 
TERESA A. PIPER, 000–00–0000 
MARK PISCIONERI, 000–00–0000 
DERROL A. POOLE, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN M. POWELL, 000–00–0000 
JAMES D. PRESCOTT, 000–00–0000 
LANCE W. RAFFE, 000–00–0000 
JAMES W. RAMPEY, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL C. RANZ, 000–00–0000 
TONY C. REDD, 000–00–0000 
JONATHAN D. REEDER, 000–00–0000 
PAUL J. REESE, 000–00–0000 
ILAN REITZES, 000–00–0000 
PAUL A. REMINGTON, 000–00–0000 
DAVID W. RENCURREL, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES P. RENNINGER II, 000–00–0000 
DONALD E. REOTT, 000–00–0000 
JOE REYES, 000–00–0000 
JAMES W. REYNOLDS, JR. 000–00–0000 
DANIEL W. RICH, 000–00–0000 
ALAN L. RIDNOUR, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM J. RINKE, 000–00–0000 
EDWARD L. ROBILLARD, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE I. ROCKWOOD III, 000–00–0000 
JOHN A. ROHLEDER, 000–00–0000 
CRAIG F. ROUHIER, 000–00–0000 
KARL D. ROUTZAHN, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN R. RUCKER, 000–00–0000 
ANDREW L. RYAN, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES H. SASSONE, 000–00–0000 
JACK R. SAUVE, 000–00–0000 
PETER J. SCHMIDT, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN L. SCHMIDT, 000–00–0000 
COREY K. SCHOONMAKER, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN J. SCHRADER, 000–00–0000 
MARK A. SCHULER, 000–00–0000 
DAVID P. SCHULTZ, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT C. SCHUTT, 000–00–0000 
GARY W. SCOTT, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM G. SEIDEL, JR. 000–00–0000 
KEVIN J. SHAUGHNESSY, 000–00–0000 
DONALD J. SHELDON, JR. 000–00–0000 
ALVA R. SHUMWAY, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT G. SILVERMAN, 000–00–0000 
VINCENT J. SILVESTER, JR. 000–00–0000 
JOHN L. SIMS, 000–00–0000 
JOHN A. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
KERSHAW W. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT W. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
WARREN T. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN G. SOMERS, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN F. SPALDING, 000–00–0000 
LENNIE W. SPENCER, 000–00–0000 
GLENN L. STAMPLER, 000–00–0000 
GARY E. STANGE, 000–00–0000 
DANIEL R. STANLEY, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM G. STARK, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT F. STAVER, 000–00–0000 
LAWRENCE W. STEBBINS, JR., 000–00–0000 
JOHN A. STEIGERS, 000–00–0000 
HOWARD J. STEINER, 000–00–0000 
DAVID A. STEPHENS, 000–00–0000 
ERIC L. STILWELL, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL T. SWANTON, 000–00–0000 
WAYNE C. SWENSON, 000–00–0000 
LAWRENCE R. TAYLOR, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL C. TAYLOR, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN L. TAYLOR, 000–00–0000 
PAUL J. TETREAULT, JR., 000–00–0000 
WOLFGANG E. THIEL, 000–00–0000 
MARK C. THOMPSON, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM L. TILTON, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT J. TOBEY, 000–00–0000 
REGINALD E. TRASS, 000–00–0000 
CORT R. TRAYLOR, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD TRUITT, 000–00–0000 
KENNETH L. TURNER, 000–00–0000 
PAUL M. ULMER, 000–00–0000 
CARL D. VANDERBILT, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN K. VANDERYACHT, 000–00–0000 
DENNIS VIERA, JR, 000–00–0000 
GARY K. VINOVICH, 000–00–0000 
JOHN H. VIVADELLI, 000–00–0000 
ALAN W. VOGES, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH F. VONSAUERS, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD L. WADDEL, 000–00–0000 
JAMES R. WAIT, III, 000–00–0000 
NORMAN C. WALKER, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS R. WALTER, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL D. WALTERS, 000–00–0000 
JAMES A. WARD, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN R. WARD, 000–00–0000 
VICENTE L. WASHINGTON, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL G. WEDGE, 000–00–0000 
GARY T. WEISER, 000–00–0000 
JERRY L. WELLS, 000–00–0000 
MERRICK E. WELLS, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM WELP, JR., 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER J. WELTY, 000–00–0000 
GARY S. WHEELER, 000–00–0000 
ROLFE K. WHITE, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE A. WHITESIDE, JR, 000–00–0000 

JOHN W. WICKEL, 000–00–0000 
GARY A. WICKS, 000–00–0000 
GERALD R. WILD, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT L. WILHELM, 000–00–0000 
TERRY M. WILKS, 000–00–0000 
DAVID WILLIAMS, 000–00–0000 
JOHN C. WILLIAMS, 000–00–0000 
JOSH T. WILLIAMS III, 000–00–0000 
DUANE A. WILSON, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY C. WILSON, 000–00–0000 
JAMES M. WILSON, 000–00–0000 
JOHN S. WINDLEY, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY S. WINSKY, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY R. WISNOM, 000–00–0000 
JERRY L. WOMACK, 000–00–0000 
JAMES J. WOOD, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL B. WOODWARD, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD A. WYANT, 000–00–0000 
NICHOLAS C. XENOS, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS J. YOUHN, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT ZAUPER, 000–00–0000 

UNRESTRICTED LINE OFFICERS (TAR) 
To be commander 

THOMAS M. BARRY, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM S. BEYER, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS H. BLAKENEY, JR., 000–00–0000 
JOHN A. BRAY, 000–00–0000 
JAMES D. CARR, 000–00–0000 
CECIL J. CARROLL III, 000–00–0000 
JERRY T. CASTLEBERRY, 000–00–0000 
JAMES S. CHEATHAM, JR., 000–00–0000 
WAYNE G. CHECHILA, 000–00–0000 
JAMES W. CONNOR, JR., 000–00–0000 
DAVID W. COSTA, 000–00–0000 
MARC R. DAVIS, 000–00–0000 
DONALD D. DENTON, 000–00–0000 
THEODORE F. FESSEL, JR., 000–00–0000 
JAMES K. FLYNN, 000–00–0000 
DAVID D. FOY, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER J. GIEDLIN, 000–00–0000 
JOHN W. GILMORE, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN G. GOSNELL, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT G. GRAMME, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL L. GRAVES, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT N. GREENBERG, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN G. HARRIS, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL F. HAYDEN, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS R. HUMPHREVILLE, 000–00–0000 
HENRY O. JOHNSON, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM A. KING, JR., 000–00–0000 
FRANCIS J. KOMYKOSKI, 000–00–0000 
JAMES R. LOWELL, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM C. MARTIN, JR., 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL E. MELO, 000–00–0000 
JOHN E. MURPHY, 000–00–0000 
HARRY L. MYERS, 000–00–0000 
IRVIN F. NORWOOD, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN A. NOTT, 000–00–0000 
JAMES M. NUGENT, 000–00–0000 
DANA M. PETERSON, 000–00–0000 
DAVID A. POPOWICH, 000–00–0000 
KENNETH K. REILLY, 000–00–0000 
ANTHONY J. RIZZO, 000–00–0000 
REID C. ROBINSON, 000–00–0000 
RUSSELL W. ROBISON, 000–00–0000 
GERARD B. SCHOENFELD, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM G. SHEFFER, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER K. SMIRL, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY A. SMITH, 000–00–0000 
SAMUEL J. SMITHERS, 000–00–0000 
DAVID A. SORENSEN, 000–00–0000 
MARK S. SPENCER, 000–00–0000 
TERRY J. SULLIVAN, 000–00–0000 
TERRY O. SUMPTER, 000–00–0000 
DAVID TEZZA, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD D. THOMAS, 000–00–0000 
JAMES W. TRIPPEL, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH L. VAUGHAN, 000–00–0000 
GILBERT R. VIERA, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH E. VOLKL, 000–00–0000 
HENRY C. WARREN, 000–00–0000 
BRIAN R. WHITEHURST, 000–00–0000 
CHRISTOPHER J. WILLY, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES L. WILSON, JR., 000–00–0000 
TERRY L. WILSON, 000–00–0000 
VICTOR J. YANEGA, III, 000–00–0000 
JAMES A. ZAGRANIS, 000–00–0000 

ENGINEERING DUTY OFFICERS 
To be commander 

ALEXANDER M. ALBAN, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN A. BARTON, 000–00–0000 
FRED L. BEAVERS, 000–00–0000 
CARL CHING, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM N., COPELAND, JR., 000–00–0000 
SCOTT S. DARLING, 000–00–0000 
LARRY W. DAVIS, 000–00–0000 
BRUCE J. DINSMORE, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM C. DOSKOCIL, 000–00–0000 
BENNETT H. JOHNSON, 000–00–0000 
ANN L. KILLOREN, 000–00–0000 
RELLE L. LYMAN, JR., 000–00–0000 
KEITH M. PEECOOK, 000–00–0000 
LUIS E. POSADA, 000–00–0000 
SCOTT J. PURSLEY, 000–00–0000 
MARK D. SHELL, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT C. SWANEKAMP, 000–00–0000 
MARK R. WINSOR, 000–00–0000 

AEROSPACE ENGINEERING DUTY OFFICERS 
(ENGINEERING) 

To be commander 

JOHN P. DONALDSON, III, 000–00–0000 
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JOYCE M. EASTWICK, 000–00–0000 
BRENT D. ELIASON, 000–00–0000 
TOMMY D. KELLEY, 000–00–0000 
PHILLIP A. KING, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT E. MESSENGER, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE M. PROUT, 000–00–0000 
LINDSEY M. SILVESTER, 000–00–0000 

AEROSPACE ENGINEERING DUTY OFFICERS 
(MAINTENANCE) 

To be commander 

SCOTT P. BAKER, 000–00–0000 
MARK T. DAVISON, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS B. DRIVER, 000–00–0000 
JOHN W. HARRIS, 000–00–0000 
PAUL T. KENNEDY, 000–00–0000 
JOAN M. KILLIAN, 000–00–0000 
HENRY A. MARSHALL, JR., 000–00–0000 
DAVID R. OLSON, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD S. ROOMIAN, 000–00–0000 
PAUL SORIAN, 000–00–0000 

AEROSPACE ENGINEERING DUTY OFFICERS 
(MAINTENANCE) (TAR) 

To be commander 

DENNIS O. BAKER, 000–00–0000 
BRUCE K. JACKSON, 000–00–0000 
LARRY K. NEIL, 000–00–0000 
JAMES C. NICHOLS, JR., 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM C. THOMPSON, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS A. TORCHIA, 000–00–0000 

SPECIAL DUTY OFFICERS (MERCHANT MARINE) 
To be commander 

ROBERT K. BAKER, 000–00–0000 
JOHN R. BENNETT, 000–00–0000 
THEODORE E. BERNHARD, 000–00–0000 
JAMES P. KING, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM M. LEMKE, 000–00–0000 
MARCUS K. NEESON, 000–00–0000 
ANDREW K. ROCKETT, 000–00–0000 
JOHN C. TRONTI, 000–00–0000 

SPECIAL DUTY OFFICERS (CRYPTOLOGY) 

To be commander 

JOHN P. BRIGANTE, 000–00–0000 
PETER A. ENCHELMAYER, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS F. KENDZIORSKI, 000–00–0000 
LUIS E. MATOS, 000–00–0000 
JOHN P. REBERGER, 000–00–0000 
JAMES R. SEGUIN, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL D. STAMAND, 000–00–0000 

SPECIAL DUTY OFFICERS (INTELLIGENCE) 

To be commander 

DOUGLAS W. ALEXANDER, 000–00–0000 
PAUL D. BARSALOU, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN D. BAUGHMAN, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH A. BERARDO, 000–00–0000 
CAMERON J. BOSNIC, 000–00–0000 
LEONARD J. BROWN, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM H. BYRNE, 000–00–0000 
HAROLD F. CANNON, JR., 000–00–0000 
RICK CLABBY, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS D. CLASPER, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT S. COHEN, 000–00–0000 
HENRY J. CORSCADDEN III, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM J. COX III, 000–00–0000 
RONALD L. DAVIS, 000–00–0000 
JAMES B. DEAR, 000–00–0000 
MARK D. DELPIANO, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH P. DILLARD, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN L. EHLERS, 000–00–0000 
ALPHONSUS J. FENNELLY, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY J. FLYNN, 000–00–0000 
DAVID C. GADDIS, 000–00–0000 
GENE P. GARNER, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY A. GHIZZONI, 000–00–0000 
NICHOLAS J. GIZZI, JR., 000–00–0000 
KEITH V. GOODSON, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM B. GRASWICH, 000–00–0000 
STEVEN F. GREEN, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE E. HAPLEA, 000–00–0000 
FRANKLIN H. HILL, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY L. HOACHLANDER, 000–00–0000 
CHARLTON T., HOWARD II, 000–00–0000 
JUDSON D., HUGGINS, JR., 000–00–0000 
ANTHONY H. JOHNSON, 000–00–0000 
JOHN A. JONES, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS A. KAISER, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL E. KENNEDY, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM C. LARSON, 000–00–0000 

CHRISS W. LARUE, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH G. LEE, 000–00–0000 
FREDERICK L. LEES, 000–00–0000 
MARTIN J. LINDENMAYER, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT D., LIVINGSTON III, 000–00–0000 
DEAN B. MARKUSSEN, 000–00–0000 
KENNETH L. MC ADOW, 000–00–0000 
ANNE M. MC CLELLAN, 000–00–0000 
ALFRED J. MC KENZIE, 000–00–0000 
MAURICE J. MC WHIRTER, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN D. MEYER, 000–00–0000 
ALEC K. MORRIS, 000–00–0000 
SANDRA G. MOSES, 000–00–0000 
MATTHEW E. MURRAY, 000–00–0000 
PHILLIP M. OBRIEN, 000–00–0000 
MANUEL ORTEGA, 000–00–0000 
THORNE W. PARKER, 000–00–0000 
ANDREW R. PARR, 000–00–0000 
PARROTT, JOHN R., JR., 000–00–0000 
CHERI E. PATTERSON, 000–00–0000 
DELMER D. PIPER, 000–00–0000 
HENRY F. POWELL, 000–00–0000 
WYATT B. PRATT, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES R. PULLEN, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS E. PUTMAN, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH RAPPISI, 000–00–0000 
MARK O. REBRO, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM H. ROOF, 000–00–0000 
DENNIS P. ROSS, 000–00–0000 
KEITH B. ROYS, JR., 000–00–0000 
DAVID E. SAUVE, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT W. SCHOLLE, 000–00–0000 
PATRICK M. SHANLEY, 000–00–0000 
JENNIFER W. SHAY, 000–00–0000 
CINDY R. SNOW, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT G. SOSNOWSKI, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY D. STOVER, 000–00–0000 
IRENE M. SUHLER, 000–00–0000 
MARK S. TIERNAN, 000–00–0000 
GARY R. VANVACTOR, 000–00–0000 
RAYMOND M. VOLLUZ, 000–00–0000 
CARL E. VONBUELOW, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES P. WERCHADO, 000–00–0000 
RONALD J. WILTSIE, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL A. YUHAS, 000–00–0000 

SPECIAL DUTY OFFICERS (INTELLIGENCE) (TAR) 
To be commander 

MICHAEL D. T. EDWARDS, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT A. WOOD, 000–00–0000 

SPECIAL DUTY OFFICERS (PUBLIC AFFAIRS) 
To be commander 

WILLIAM J. ALEXANDER, JR., 000–00–0000 
JACK R. BRENNAN, 000–00–0000 
MARY T. COPELAND, 000–00–0000 
DAVID S. POINTS, 000–00–0000 
ALICE A. PRUCHA, 000–00–0000 
JAMES C. TAYLOR, 000–00–0000 
KENNETH R. TOTTY, 000–00–0000 
JILL H. VOTAW, 000–00–0000 

SPECIAL DUTY OFFICERS (FLEET SUPPORT) 
To be commander 

TIMOTHY M. ACHORN, 000–00–0000 
NANCY W. ADOLPHSON, 000–00–0000 
DAVID R. ANDERSON, 000–00–0000 
EDDIE G. ANDERSON, 000–00–0000 
ELIZABETH A. BAKER, 000–00–0000 
RANDALL L. BAKER, 000–00–0000 
CARYN F. BARRY, 000–00–0000 
ELINOR U. BARTLETT, 000–00–0000 
YELONDA D. P. BESS, 000–00–0000 
NANETTE L. BEVAN, 000–00–0000 
WANDA O. BISKADUROS, 000–00–0000 
GARY R. BLAZIN, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS G. BOGSTED, 000–00–0000 
CELIA A. BOOTH, 000–00–0000 
CHERYL P. BOWEN, 000–00–0000 
JAMES R. BRACKETT, 000–00–0000 
ROBIN A. BRAKE, 000–00–0000 
MARK L. CAMPBELL, 000–00–0000 
RANDY G. CANFIELD, 000–00–0000 
JAMES L. CHILDRESS, 000–00–0000 
JULIANNE S. COCHRAN, 000–00–0000 
JOHN E. CRUMP, 000–00–0000 
MARGARET A. DEMING, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY P. DRURY, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL L. ELLSWORTH, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM R. EPPERSON, 000–00–0000 
ELDON A. ERICSON, JR., 000–00–0000 
MALORIE L. FITZGERALD, 000–00–0000 
TERESA B. FOLTZ, 000–00–0000 
WILLARD L. FORD, 000–00–0000 
ANGELA M. FORWOOD, 000–00–0000 

LINDA T. GAINES, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY K. GAINES, 000–00–0000 
LOUIS A. GALLEGOS, 000–00–0000 
R. L. GILLEN, JR., 000–00–0000 
JOHN S. GILLETTE, 000–00–0000 
DONALD P. GLANDEN, 000–00–0000 
CLAUDIA J. GLENNAN, 000–00–0000 
ROBIN L. GRAF, 000–00–0000 
FRED M. GRIMES, JR., 000–00–0000 
LINDA A. HARBER, 000–00–0000 
KENNY D. HARRIS, 000–00–0000 
JOHN W. HAYES, 000–00–0000 
LYLE E. HEDRICK, 000–00–0000 
LINDA K. HERLOCKER, 000–00–0000 
PEGGY G. HERRINGTON, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS B. HILL, 000–00–0000 
RAYMOND F. HODGES, 000–00–0000 
THOMAS M. HOPFENSPIRGER, 000–00–0000 
KATHLEEN M. JAMES, 000–00–0000 
CAROYL D. JOHNSON, 000–00–0000 
KATHERINE N. JUBLOU, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE S. KACHMARIK, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN S. KELLY, 000–00–0000 
CATHERINE R. KRAUS, 000–00–0000 
RICHARD R. LEONARD, 000–00–0000 
DOUGLAS L. LLOYD, 000–00–0000 
VALERY L. LYTLE, 000–00–0000 
ROMEO L. MANGLICMOT, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES D. MASSEY, 000–00–0000 
LAUREEN MC GOWAN, 000–00–0000 
SUSAN E. MEEKER, 000–00–0000 
ELISA R. MORRELL, 000–00–0000 
JOHN P. MUELLER, 000–00–0000 
MARY C. MURPHY, 000–00–0000 
KATHRYN J. NUGENT, 000–00–0000 
CAROL A.R. OHAGAN, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT H. OLSEN, 000–00–0000 
KIM A.D. OSWALD, 000–00–0000 
PATRICIA A. PASTOR, 000–00–0000 
PETER E. PETRELIS, 000–00–0000 
VIRGINIA R. PINNEY, 000–00–0000 
VALERIE J.P. PODET, 000–00–0000 
CELESTE D. POPE, 000–00–0000 
SAM REYNOLDS, 000–00–0000 
FRANK RIDGLEY, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT A. ROGODZINSKI, 000–00–0000 
LORRAINE J. ROMANO, 000–00–0000 
LISA A. SCHAEFER, 000–00–0000 
ELIZABETH A. SCHNEIDER, 000–00–0000 
JOHN P. SCHNEIDER, 000–00–0000 
CATHERINE C. SCHOENER, 000–00–0000 
DENNIS J. SNYDER, 000–00–0000 
DAVID A. STANTON, 000–00–0000 
TERYN A. STANTON, 000–00–0000 
DOROTHY O. STRONG, 000–00–0000 
UWANNA D. THOMAS, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT J. VELIE, 000–00–0000 
JOYCELYN B. WALTERS, 000–00–0000 
ANDRAE WASHINGTON, 000–00–0000 
CURTIS A. WEST, 000–00–0000 
ERIK H. WHITE, 000–00–0000 
GREGORY P. WHITTINGTON, 000–00–0000 
JOHN C. WIEGAND, IV, 000–00–0000 
MARTHA J. WILLIS, 000–00–0000 
DONNA R. WINER, 000–00–0000 
KEVIN P. WOLLEY, 000–00–0000 

SPECIAL DUTY OFFICERS (FLEET SUPPORT) (TAR) 

To be commander 

JANET L. DEMENT, 000–00–0000 
JENNIFER P. FORD, 000–00–0000 
CAROL L. LUNDQUIST, 000–00–0000 
JEAN M. SHKAPSKY, 000–00–0000 
LINDA D. TANNER, 000–00–0000 
TERESA C. TIPPINS, 000–00–0000 

SPECIAL DUTY OFFICERS (OCEANOGRAPHY) 

To be commander 

VICTOR E. DELNORE, JR., 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY J. DOWDING, 000–00–0000 
DIANE C. DURBAN, 000–00–0000 
BARBARA A. IVES, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY R. VANKEUREN, 000–00–0000 
JOHN ZANOFF, III, 000–00–0000 

LIMITED DUTY OFFICERS (LINE) 

To be commander 

LESTER J. BREEDEN, JR., 000–00–0000 
HAROLD J. COSTELLO, 000–00–0000 
CHARLES R. KRUMHOLTZ, 000–00–0000 
HAROLD W. LAWRENCE, 000–00–0000 
WAYNE T. NEWTON, 000–00–0000 
GUSTAV J. STANGLINE, 000–00–0000 
JOHN L. ZIMMERMAN, 000–00–0000 
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